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BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH OP THE AUTHOR. 


U:)j;i Uniniiioiiiin Ki>y, Hit' toiiiidrr ot llu' Hnilitiia Saiiiaj or tlu' 
Thoistic Oliurcti of India, was Uorii al liadJianajjar, IJoiifral, in May 
1772, of an aiudonl and lionoiiral)l(' l{valinian family. His fallior {;av<! 
him a ;;ood (‘dncation ; lio loarni I’orsian al homo, Arahie at I'alim 
(wIk'i-o ho stiidiod Kiudid, Arislotio and tho Koran), and Sanskrit at 
Hfiiaros. Althoii^;li a do\oiit idolater ir l»o\hood, ho oarly hoKan 
to douhl and si)ooiilalo, and at (iftocm loft homo to study lliiddhism 
in Tihot, whoro his orilioisms on la ma-w'orship f;avo much otKmce. 
Aft«‘r somo years’tra\ol ho rotnrnod, hiit, liis anii-idolalrous sonti- 
inoiits oldif'iiif; him to loa\o homo, ho livod at Honaros until his 
fatlx'r’s d(‘ath in IStl.'t. After this, ho spout ahoiit t<‘n \oars in tho 
Kasl India ('omi).iny's sor\io(', lallorly as Dowan or Ix-ad ollioer in 
tho (‘(diootion of Ko\oniU‘s. During this poriod Ix' first hogai 
to asstmildo his fritmds tojcofix'r for ovt'iiing discussions on tlx 
absurdities of idolalory, aixl ho also is.snod his first work, Tuhfat 
(d-Muwahhiddin j^itl to Monotheists ”). This froiifi.so was in 
Persian, with an Anihio preface, and was a bold protest against 
.superstil loll and i>rioslcraft. These procoediiif’s broufjht on him much 
hostility, and e\en persocufion, and in 1811 he ndired to Calcutta foj 
"M'ator safety. Here ho soon cstalilished a little h'riondly Society 
(Atniiy:i Sablia), which mot weekly to read tho Hiiidii Scriptures and 
to chant Monotheistic hymns. In IHHi he translal(‘d the Vedanta 
into Honf^ali and Hindustani, followiiif; this by a .seri<>sof translations' 
from the Upanishads into Heiifjali, Hindustani and Knglish, with 
introductions and comments of his own. Those works he published 
at his own cost and disscMninaled widely amoiif; his <x»untryinen. His 
writiiiRs excited much o|)position and f'avo rise to numerous contro¬ 
versies, in w hich his abiliiy, tact and learniii)' rendered him fully 
a match for his ant agonists. Hut the deadliest blow he inflicted 
upon Hindu su|)erstition was his effective agitation against the rite 
of Suttee, the burning of living widows on tho jhIos of their deceased 
hu.sbands 
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In 1811 hf h:i(i hfnn :i horrified witness of (his saerifiee m his 
<-l<)ei'hrotlier’s laniilv, and he had \owe(l never to i-est until he liad 
iitnMoled this eiistoni. lie eviioseo the hollow pretenees of its ad\o- 
<•at.es in elalsirale pamphlets liolli in Ih'iie.ili and Kll^lish, and pressed 
llieinaTl*-i in e\er\ possible wa;v, till at last I lie t ide of pulilie |«‘elinf; 
liiiiied, and on 1 lev-etnlier -I, 18211, hold William lleritiiiek i.-isiied a 
re^iilat ion aliolishint; Suttee I hrou{;hoiit .ill the territories siilijecl, 
to l''ort William. l{ainmohi(n was an aetive politician and philan¬ 
thropist. lie liiiill school-houses and estalilished schools in which 
useful l.iiowh-dpe w.is er,i( iijtoiisly lanplit thfoii^th th<' medium lioth 
ol the Kipflish and the n.itive ).inguaifes. He wrote a siiep'stive 
Heneali (iraminai, of wlueli h*' imlilislied one v<‘rsion in Kiifjlish 
tl82<i) and one III I'.enpali (ISltll). He wrol <• valuable iiamplilets on 
Hindu I,iw ami made stremioiis exertions for IliC fr«‘(‘doin ol the 
native 1‘ress ; he also <‘st .1 Idish<*d (1822| ami inain'y eondiu'ted two 
native iiewspa|MTs, the SViiiihnd Kduvnuli in lleiifjali, iind tin* Mirat- 
al-Akhhar in Ih-rsian and made ttu‘m the means of diffusing; much 
useful poliiii-a! infornialioii. |{eeomiiit^ interested in t'hristianitj 
lie learn<-<l llehrcvv and (ireek in order to read tin- lii!d<' in the ori- 
ftiii.il l.iiifiti:i{;os, and in 182(1 he issued a selection Irom tin* fou'- 
(iosp«‘ls cut it led t h<‘ l*r<*ee|(ts <d' .lesiis, the (iiiide to j’('ae<‘ and happi¬ 
ness. This was attacked hytlie llaptist .Missionaries of Serauipur, 
and a lonu coldroversy ensued inxvhh'hhe piildisiie<l three r«‘niark- 
aiih-.Appeals to ( he Christian Ihildic in defence ol the “ l’r«-c<‘pts of 
Jt'siis.” He al'Vo wrote oth<“r theolo^tical tracts (soimdiines nmler 
assumed names) ui which h<“ attacked both Hindu and ('hristian 
orthixloxv with a stroii}; hand. Hut his personal relations with 
orthodox Christia"s were never iinfriendl.v, and h<' r<*ndere<l valu- 
ahh- assistance to Hr. Huff in the latt<‘r's educational schemes. 
H<‘ also warmly h<‘frien<led a rnitariati Christian Mission which 
wan started in Calcutta (1824) liy Mr. William Adam, formerly a 
Haptist -Missionary, who. in attempting; to convert Riiiumohoa 
to trinitarianism was himself converted to the opposite vi<‘vv. This. 
Cnitanan .Missioi, fhouf;li not a tlieohigical siieeess, attracted 
<'onsidcrahlc sympathy amoiifj th»‘ Hindu Monotheists, whose Atniiya 
Sabha had then become extinet. At last R.'immohun felt able to 
re-emb<Hly his cherished ideal, and on Augtust 20, 1828, he opened 
the llrat Brahma Association (Brahma Btibha) at a hired house. 
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A snitablo church-liuildiiift was tlu-ii oroctod and placed 
hands of (riisUs's, with a small endowment and a r‘T,..irliabie trust- 
deed liy which the hiiildiiiK was set ;i|)ai't "for the worship and 
adoration of the Kternal. I’nsearehalile and Imnuitable Ik'inp, who- 
is the Author and I’res(>r\er of the nniterse.’' The new church 
was formally opeiKsI on the llth Maffh t>lannar\ tltt), IHSO, from which 
day th ‘ llrahma Samaj dates its t‘\istence. Havine now succeeded 
in his chief pro,ie< Is, Kainmohnti resolved to \ isit Knp;land, and the 
Hint; ot Delhi ;ip|ioint-<'il him en\oy thitlier on special business, and 
{live liim the title of Itaja. He arrited in Knf;land oti April 8, 
IH.'II, and was leceived « ith nni\ersal cordiality and respect. He 
watched wilh spei ial anvlety the parliamentart discussions on the 
renewal of the Kasi India ('oinpant's cliarter and Kave much vtilitalile 
evidence before the Hoard of Control on the condition of India. 
This he repiiblisheit uilh aiUtition.il siinftest ions 1“ Exposition of the 
I’raclical Itperation o| the .Indicial and Kevenue Svstems of India”) 
and also ri'issiit'd his important " I0ss;i\ on the Hiftht of Hindus over 
Aneestr.il Hropertv'" lie visiteil Kr.inco, and wish<*d to visit Aim‘- 
riea, but died unexpectedly of brain-fe\i‘r at Hristol, September 27, 
Till’ Knci/ctopiia/iVi llritiiiiiiii’ii. 




INTRODUCTION. 


All eariKwt attenipls iil wliot lier religious, social, political^ 

or of any oUut (l(!sc‘ription, arc liascd on I'aitli in the ultiinalo triumph 
of truth and justice and hinnanit \, which is synonymous with a Ijclief 
in the moral KovernnuMit of the Universe. This is an essential ele¬ 
ment in r(>lif'ions Iwlief. One would, llier(‘lore, expect to (ind Raja 
Rainniohnn Jtoy, tin lirsi all-ronnd nd'oriner in inod(‘rn India, “ahove 
all and heneath all a reli^nons personality. ‘'Fin' many and far-r(5aching 
ramifications of his prolific encrfjy wer<‘forth-pnttin^^sofone |)urpo.se 
The root of his lif(“ was relif;ion. lie would never have been able to 
go so far (»r to move his count I'Mnen so mightily as In* did but for the 
driving power of an intense theistic passion." As in his life .so in 
his writings, religion oc('ii)ies the foremost place. His writings on 
religious subjects are the most important and most voluminous. But 
tlutir very extent and variety are apt to pn/./.le those who may strive 
to find (tut the exact nature of his religions faith. Tin* late Babu 
Rajnarain Bos<'had it from his father, a discijile of tlu* Raja, that 
the latt.(‘r before Ins (U'purinre to Kngland had foretold that afUtr 
his deat.h various sects w'onld claim him as belonging to their own 
particidar ranks, but he d(‘clared that he did not belong to any parti¬ 
cular sect. What the Raia foresaw has actnalh taken place. “It 
has been said that Rammohnn Rov delighltsl to pass for a believer 
in the Vedanta with the Hindus, for a Christian among the adherents 
of that creed, and for a disciple of the Koran with th(‘ chain])i(>ns of 
Islamisni.* The truth is that his ('cleeticism e(|ualle(l his sincerity.” [ 
It would be out of place ten* to enter into .i discussion of th(' (pies- 
tion of his ndigions belief. | Snilice it to say that Ji(‘ believed in 
pure theism, as his Tiilif<it-iil-Miiiivihhiddiii on tin* one hand and 
the Trust-Heed ol the Brahmo Hamaj on the other, in addition to 

Itis li.ihit, m Ins ichgums cciiltiio'isii’'. «illi v.iiKiiis o’cth, (il t.ikiiig Ins htliiid not 
mcii'ly U|Hiii pme ii'.isuii hut lu.mib iipin tlicir sciiptiiich led sonic jifcjilv lo itiiiik ih.at he 
p, ,ill nicn I Ills, of (oiiisc, IS iinsl.ikc His (‘oiitiiivcrsiu] method 
was iiiciinl to com line the follown- ol ililTciciit l.iillis that even their sci iptiiics, which 
they profiwd implicitly lo follow, enjoined the woiship of tlie one tine UikI 

't The (^imtfmpornTy /.'i oiul inn of Rt'fofiouK 7 lioiKjht^ liy t omit (lohh't d .\Klella, p. J33. 
i For an exhausUve dinenHsioi) of the subject see the Raja’s bioKraphy lu Bengali, by 
Babu K.igendmnatli (’hatterji, which ought to be translated into Knglish 
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■many of his othi-r works, provi' com-lusivol.v. Ho did not reject any 
truth to l)<‘ (oiind in any script.unfs or in tlu' teachings of any 
prophet or saint ; in' r("V(‘r<“(l and a(‘<'cpt.<Ml truth from all quarters , 
hut at tlic same tunc he <lid not .l(•.cl“pl. any l)ook or teacher as 
jnfat'ildr. It should not, however, Im“ I'orgotU'n that though he 
■was thus l•osm<>politan in liis aec('ptane(' ol truth, there are 
reasons to think that he l»elie\ed in what may he <‘aUed national or 
racial nianilestal ions or developments of nniv<*rsal theisii . His 
partiality (in no narrow sensei lor th<> et hical portion of Christ's 
teachings is evident. Itiil it would l)c wrong to suppose for that 
reason that li(‘ was exelnsivcdy oi <-ven principally a follower of 
Jesus, ill making this statement we do not solely or cliiefly rely on his 
pros<“ vM it mgs ill Sanskrit, Arainc, I’ersi.in, Hnglish or Hengali. His 
hymns in Iteiigali, loo, in our opinion, afford a corre<',t idt*a of the faith 
tlial la.\ enshrined in the-deepest recessf's of his heart. For, pesdry 
springs Inuu a deeper source ill lh<‘soMl I haii anything that is merely 
didactic, eeiii roversial, doctTinal or philosophical. And from the 
Haja's Itcngali dcMit ional poetry, one cannot tint take him to have 
Is'C'n a tlinilii 'I'heisf or a theistie Ycdantisl. 

It is siiiiiel inu's aski'd wlielhcr lta.mmolinn l{o,\ inl<“iid<Hl that tli«“ 
8i>eiei\ ter the worsliip ol oiu-(lod that he foilnded should have a 
social eoiiiilerparl m a religions c(mimiinil\ separate fromallex.isl- 
iiig ones, such as I he lir.ihmo Samai lias now heeonie. The question 
is dillii'iili to answei'. Itiit Irom the liItU' siiidv and thought that we 
have Ims'II alile to devote tollie siliijeel.it seelllS IO 11s that at th*' 
tune when In' esi.ililislied (he Itraliiiio Sain.ij, he nn'anl. it to In* sinl- 
pl\ a meet mg-groiiinl lor povipp- of all sects who ished tai unite for 
niviin'worship, “ .1 place ol piildu- meeting ol all sorts and descrip¬ 
tions of peo]i|e vvilhoiit. distinction as shall liehave and eonduet 
themseUes in an orderh, solier, ri'ligions and devout manner for th«‘ 
worship .mil adoration ol t lie Klenial, Viisi-arelialile aiul Immutable 
Heiiig who is (In' author and pia'server of tlie Universe tint not under 
or li_\ aiiv other iiaiiie. designal loll or title (leeuliartv used for and 
applu'd to any pari leiilar Itemg or lleingshyanv man or set of men 
whatsoever,' Art and philosophy, llioiigh each is essi'iitially one all 
the world over, liavevei toimd v.irioiis though tilting garb among 
ditlereiii (leoples ai’cording ioraei.il, elim.itie alul ot tier causes. It 
seems t o us. I hat smiilarlv, the Iv.ii.i may have thought that Theism, 
tinnigh at l>ott<iiii one all over the world, has yet found various ex iiroH- 
sion among dilTeri'i'i raei's ; and t hough abst ra<‘t truth is thinkable, 
yet as it limis actual manib'station in .some eonereti' sha|)e, it is tlie 
part of vvisilom t.o allow the abstract universal tlieism in all countrivss 
and among all races to keep its native shape and colour, in which it 
is emliodied, i're<>d, of course, from all t hat is base and impure, with 
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a broad spirit of toleration for other shapes and cinours ; or in other 
words, he may have tielieved that Theism is one, and Hindu Thei«>- 
Semitic Theism, &c., are different forms of the same universal faith ; 
and that the future unity of the human race in religion is not to be 
realised by all mankind following the creed of this or that sect, 
but by each nation or race giving up all such erroneous and supersti¬ 
tious beliefs and pernicious customs and lifeless rituals as clash with 
pure Theism, but in every thing else ke«‘ping all that is racy of the 
noil, all that distinctively belongs to the religious genius of t hat nation 
or race, in a spirit of discriminating reverence for its own past and 
of respect and toleration for others. 

Professor Monier Williams speaks of him as the first really «'nrne8t 
investigator in the science of comiiarative theology, which the world 
has produced. 

Social customs and jiractices hare Ikh'u and are in all countries 
more or less connected with the religious beliefs of the people. It is, 
therefore, only natural that Rammohun Roy’s programme ol religious 
reform should lead on to and embrace social reform. In all countries, 
and specially in India, social reform consists chiefly in doing away 
with tin* disabilities or sufferings incident to difference ol sex or the 
accident, of birtli. Or, in other words, social refornicrs have chiefly 
to fight with the spirit ol caste and its evils and the* subjection ol 
women to the, selfish interests and pleasures or sup|K)scd interests of 
the male sex. Rammohun Roy's ehief claim to the gratitiuh* ol Hindu 
womanluKid is the courageous and devoted part that lie played in the 
movement for tin* abolition of siitfcc. 11c may or may not havt* lM>cn 
thecenlral figure in that mo\eiiH*nt, lint it must be admilt(‘d by all 
that but for his exertions that inhuman eiistoni would no! Iia\e been 
put down by law so soon as it was. 

Rut to prevent, the murder of widows was only lo ereate another 
problem, namely, the ameliuratioii ol their condition. It is cm'ii now 
a question as to how* we can best betU'i- their lot. Many solutions of 
the problem have Imh-ii proposed and attempted ; their ri'-niarriagr, 
giving them such training as to enable them to lead lionouralih*, use¬ 
ful and independent lives, so eliangingthe Hindu law ol inheritance 
as to make the means of living ol Hindu widows loss iireearious, tVe, 
His “Brief remarks regarding nnHl<>rn eiieroaelnuents on tlie aiieient 
rights of females, according to the Hiiuln J^aw of inheritaix-e," w.ts 
intended to attain tlie last object. That the condition ol helpless 
widows deejily touched his lieart apjicars also from No. VI. of ihe 
Samltad Kaumudi, which contained “anappt‘alto the ricli Hiiidns ol 
Calcutta to constitute a .society for the relict of destitute widows, 
upon the principles of the Civil and Military Widow’s' Kund, estab¬ 
lished by order of Uovornmeut." That he was earneslly in fa\our of 



( XVi ) 

the oducatioii (»f women is quite clear i'rom many passages in hi» 
writings, such, lor instanci', as the following : - 

As 1.1 tin'll iiilciKu iiy III |i(mit (if iiiiilirbljiiiiliiig, 'then (lid yon ever alTord tliriii a fair 
o|ijH.itiiiiilv 111 I vliiliil'iiK llirii Ii.'iluinl tniMCily ' Hon llirii (.myou iifciiHe them (il 
wniil III iindi'isuiiilm^' II, .iftci iiisliiiclioii in kiimtlrdgi' and aiBiloiii. a in'iHOii cannot 
< (iiii|ii( liciid HI ict.iiii all It li.is Ik'cii t.iiiplil linn, «c inav coiibidci him ah dcliciciil , Imt 
a, V'lii ki'i'|i v.'iiMi'ii <''iiii,d)( xoiil cl cdni ,1111111 and .ici|iiii('niciLts, yon c.niiuit, thcii'lorc, 

1,1 jiisiii c ..mil c ii'i llicn ndci iiiiiiy On the < onti.n\, Ijil.uati, Hlhiiinni.ili, the aifc 

ol (111 |iiniii 'll Kniiil ,nid iImI 111 K,did,ih, aic i cliln.ilcd foi tlicil thoioiioh knoalcdgc 

of .ill (111 s,i I ,1 ni l 111 (111 Vriliad,u.ni\.ik-()|i,iinhliail ot the \.i|nr ^'cda it ih 

<lc,iilv i-i,Ill'll di,il ^ ,1 in. Iv.ilkv.i 1111)1,11 led ill'ini' knowlt'dt;i'ol the nnist ddhi nil natnie to 
In- will Miitiii. w 11 , ■ u i- .dill In lull iw .nid I iini|ileli'l> iilt.nn It ' 

Il isliiii' lli.il (‘toil willi Ins milioiinilinl ('iillnisiasiii in woman's 
c.iiisi' .Hill Ins nnlol.il lo.ililo (•n(‘rg.\ he eoiiltl not take any steps lor 
eiliii'.il nic unis, wnlnweil or unni.irrieil ; hut, if ma.y lie safely said 
that li.nl In' liM'il In r('(iirn Innne I'l'oiii Iviol.irul and work lieri' for a 
few xeii’s iiniM', Ins ('Oiitael. with I lie eomparat i Vel v enliulit elled 
winii.ininiinl ol Ilie West would (•erl.iinlv li.ixe Inirne Irnit in the 
('si.ililislniieiil III I'lliic.il niii.il institutions lor Indian nirls and women. 
'I'hat Miss. M,lit ('a I'lienter e.nne out tolinli.ito l.ilioiir lor I lie good 
ol Indi.ni women is dm-in.unit to her eontaet with the 11 . 1 ).i. Kenard- 
ing the re-m.irii.ige ol elnid-w niows, it is helicved lit some that ht' 
pulilislnd a liook .idtoealnig Its nilrodnel ion lint no such prodnetioii 
has lii'en disi'ot ei'ed amono his works. Ills hiograpln'r, It.ilni .Nagendra- 
nat h I'hat ter|i. s.i t s . “ We liavt* heard I hat, l{.niimohnn Itet used to 

e\|iressa desire to his friends lhal the re-marriage of ehild-w idows 
should heeoine |irev.ilenl. When he went lo i'.ngland, a rnmonr 
S|n'i'.nl e\I'l't w here lhal on eoming h.iek home he would inirodnee the 
eiistom ol the ri'-m.irri.igt' ol widows. ' 

Il will .i|i|ie:ir Irom .i sindt of his “Uriel I'tmiarks reg.trdiiig 

the aneieiil ncliis ol lem.ile.s' III, it he w.is oppostsl lo polygamy, 
kulinism and I he [iraci ie.il selling ol girls in marriage. He showt'd 
Irom theShaslrasth.it seeond marriages wert* :tnlhorised unit under 
eerlaiii eireiimslanet's, .nid oliserved ; 

II id ,I \l lei-l'.il' "I .iilii ' [iiilili. iifheei'lieeii .iiilluii I/I il liv ihi nili'e- nl llit eiiipire 
i[i|.lii .ii'i'i'- 111 ! ill--.III. t"in In .1 SI eoiid 111.11 M.iei d itiiiig t lie I d( 111 .1 Inst wife, 
and t'l L'l lilt Ills I .'iisi 111 ciilt '111 -IK 11 .111 ii-.niiiiis .Is the hin geiiig lieiiiit sidistuntliiU‘d, 

the .dme l,.iu nil. Ill hiV" I.. i .'leli 11 'I ellei I ll.d, .llld tin-dl-I less ol tin l.'lll.lle sex ill 

Ih'iitad .1 mi till 11 111 It 111 I ol - uM 1 It w II I' i ii.iM- III ‘ II iit'i ess. 111] \ \ el v niiii li 1 eiiiK'eil 

We li.ive no nnliealnm in Ins works of his vit'W.s on ehild-tn:>rriage. 
I’t'fliaps in Ins d.iys in Ueiigil, thotigii such marritiges mitst. have 

lit'en eiisi om.irv. 1 heir eonsnmm.it ion w .ts post |)oned lott inal iirer age, 
tints miinmi/nig I he e\il to some extent, as is still the ease in s()in» 
proxinees el linli.i. Uni xxiih regard (o i his item, I oo, of I he social 
reform progr.imme, one can only spt‘(*iilate as to x\ hat In* would havai 
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done had he to come bacK irom Kn^laiitl. For, a man, v^iio had 
such innate chivalry in his nature that lie \\ouUI ii<*ver take his seat 
if any woman of what '-ank so ever reinaineil staiidiiiK in his presence, 
could not have failed to observe the e\ il effects on women of such a 
custom, at any rate after coming in contact with the comparaf ivciy 
free and healthy womanhood of tin* West. 

That Kamtnohiin Roy had not failed to ooserve tne evil effects of 
castti wi.ll appear from the extract from one of his bdt^'rs printed on 
page H’ifl of this edition. No. A'lll of his Siimhid Kaiiminli, too, 
prints the plea of a jihilanthropist | probably hinisi-lf), «ho oliscrving 
the misery caused by prejudices of <‘:isle, urges I he Hindus not to 
debar themselves fhi'ri'by from mechanical pursuits, bid. to cultivate 
“such arts as would tend to their comfort, happiness and indepen¬ 
dence.’’ Hy crossing the ocean and in other ways, the Raja, to a great 
extent, broke through the unrea.sonable and injurious restrictic's 
imposed by caste Why he did not. or could not do so entiri'iy, 
is not known to a certainly. Hut from his coiuluct in othiT 
matti'rs, we shouhl lu'silati* to .ascrilK'to him any motives of cowardice 
or si'lf-iliterest. Me published with a Heiigali translation the first 
chapter of a Sanskrit work against casl.i*, iiameil llitjmsnrhi, by 
Mrityiinjayaidiarya. 

ill most things Kaja Rammoliiin Roy was in advance of his age, and 
rosi* abo\(' the intliienci' of his surroundings. He was the pioneer in 
many reform movemcmis. Hut in the iiiatterof total abstinence from 
iiito.xicating drinks, his views and practice dillered from those of 
most, reformers ol I he present da\. He was a moderate drinker and 
even <{Uoled some .SliasI ras ill favour of the practna There is also 
another matter in which he was not in .id\ance of his age. lii his 
“ Brief remarks regarding the ani'ieiil rights of lemales,” he says 
that ol I he t hree inodes of conduct left to I he widows of a polygamous 
man to pursue, the si-coiid is “to walk in the paths of unrighteous¬ 
ness for their niainleiiance and iiidepeiidence." ,\nd this he, of 
course, coiidenins, and llierebi shows hiiiiself to be. as we otherwise 
also know him to have been, an advocate of social purity. Yet it. 
would appi'ar I hat he I on ml not lung ob|eci ion;, ble in entertaining his 
gliosts with t he Haul ('ll ami music ot dancing girls in his residence. 
For we tbid in Fanny Haikes' " W.inderuigs <d a Pilgrim," \<d. I, 
Chap. IV (R<-sidence in t'alcntta. .Mav 182.’l), the following pas.sage ; 

Tin ..lli'i cvciiiiij; we VM-al li> a |>iiil\ ^.'imiiKv It.uiinii.liiiii Ilia, ii ii< li UoaKah 
tjalxMi llu’ gnniiMiK, which .itc cvtciisuc. vvcir well illiimiiiulcfl, .mil cxi’cllcnt fii'r-vvork# 
disphiyfil In v.iiK.ie i.ninisiil iIh' li.insr ii.uh glib wcie (l.iiK ing and miiKilig " 

It is well known that Rammohun Roy himself founded and help«>d 
others in fotiiuliiig schoohs, lb* took a prominent pjirt in tin* gre.at edu¬ 
cational (*oiiti*oversy between the “t>rii*iifalists’’atid the “Aiiglieists 
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and Rid<Ml with the latter. Hut for his o]>|K)sition the clamour of the 
former for the exclusive pursuit of Oriental studies would most 
probably have prevailed. His Letter on English Education to Lord 
Amherst is a remarkably eouvincinp pnaluction.* 

“ It was owi 11 );, perhaps, to this agitation, ” remarks Babu Jogett- 
dra Chiinder (lliose on this b*tter, “ that the foundation-stone of the 
building' intended lor the SanskritCollef'e was laid in the name of tin- 
Hindu Oollefie (Kebrnary, 1824), and the Hindu (’olleKc was, located 
there toKether with the Sanskrit (’olleRe." For the direct and 
indirect beneli< ial ri-stjlts of Western education we are indebUid to 
Kaja llaminohnn Ko,\ as innch as to Lord .Macaulay. Lord William 
Hentinck, l)a\id Hare, \'c. 

Itaininohun Hoy wrolt- text-books in Bi-ngali on firannnar, Oeoj'ra- 
phy. Astronomy ami (leometry. He is tin* father of modern HenpiH 

One in tins Irtln iKiHMOKSfs a s)mm ui 1 inlPifht of its own It lunM tlom * 

“ Neitiu'i fail non li inij'H»v(iiH‘nt aiist* iumi «nrli sjM'onlRtionK tlu‘ following wfiuli 
aio tla* tiienif's suggot-tf<l l»\ llio Vrflaiitii, iii wimt niannei is the houI aWi1»e(l in 
tlu’l>(it\'' \N fiat ulatitms o Itfai to tin* ItiMiit* hswMKo'’ Noi will youUiw l>o 

fitt<*<l to Im* U*ttfi im*nil)»*i s t)| stH Ht \ h\ tin- \iMUinfi« dix ti nirs whi< h tiMoli them to 
iMiiiAO, that allxi'^ihh tiling's lui\( no it‘a! i\istt in tliat .is iallo i, laot h<M, iKo.lnivf 
no iii’tnul »n!il' iIhn t oust »jiu iiiix ih*s«‘i\r .to m.iI ilTf«iioii .nnl ilieioloie tln^ ^oom i 
we iioin llit'iu and h'.ixi tfie woihl tlie ImIId 

^riie niissnoiHt le-^ .oIxaiM fit in llie >> ninat Im i Ihufniu, iht l.ivi oi»|fH 1 ion wliit li iCain- 
iiiollim assHiltil 111 Ills lluthmtivif (tl Miufu-.tin lit Inithei eslal»lislu*ff a Vt'tiunt'l 
■<‘olleg<* This let ining iiM-onsisi<n< \ is f‘\]>lained l^x Misv ('oll«ata^ tolhovs “The 
teiiehiugs tti the \ edaiita Irinl thenisolxes ti» a leiiiaik.iid*-<ii\e)'-iix of theologn'al iiitei 
piotatioii riiex .(le a|'|»eali‘<l lo t>i|nallN fi\ ilnalisla .tml non-tlimiHtH* hoIukiIk of 
ihoiiglit rhe> (ontain passages w he ii IihmiIh a lott\ .in<l ethnal Thnsni . in othei 
phu'tN tli(‘x s(H‘in to connltMiaiM e a I'anlltiNsin ifial is sini|>l\ .\iosnHsin -the d<‘iiiHi of 
alt fiiu e evisteiK e , Xttoi'iing as th<‘ \ tohini.i is langlit willi oi without u propei 

seleelixe mlinstnu^nt of iK vmiIi l\ xai'oiis (oniinls. il^ xalm .is a j of niRttuction 

2 nH> lx* set high ch low in tlie oMhnaiv ifinilti school- )l was taiiglit in false peispet- 
tixe, with a diseiimiiiati<»ii e\ei<isedil at all inta\oiiio| what was tiixial, iiuoneil, 
IHilytlieislM KHniinoImn iheieloie o|HH)sed w'ltli all his niiglit the siiggt*siioii that th€ 
Rlitish <Mi\eiiinKiit slii>idd |>il)ielHate oi > ih ouiagf'tins knul ol Vetiiintu nisti uciioii. 
M tin* Slum tune In* saw m the \ edanta iighth liandletl and ‘ iightK di\id(*<f” a 
ineuiis foi leailtug his < oniiti mih'd out oi thmi pi ex ailing sopeintit ion and idol.itiy into 
a jmre and «*le\}iled 'rh<*iHni Then dexoiioii to tin \ edantie seiiptnres w.is the lever 
hy ^«hi<h l*aimnohnn lioptd to lift tlieni into <i siinploi and nohh i faith 'i'herefore 
he foundeil tin* Vedanta (’oliege, and thoHlni* also he < ontioxeited tlic nusKionaneH’ 
wholenale <lis]ta]ageint'ii! of tin* \idanla 11 tlie missionaiios had sueoeeded m 
<ltHcr(*<iiting tlie Vedanta, ihrx would in Ixaintnohiin s exts hast* hrokxn dow’ii the bridge 
W'hu*h enabled nicii to paws fioni Hindu I’olMheihin to Hindu Theism He thus (»oin- 
imted iKxth the eonneivalixe (MiriKti.iu who advin'iiteil mdisenminale lejtvtiou and the 
eoneenalive llimlu who advivated the uidnxuiiiiate leteiition of Vedantie teaching. 
and he proxided loi a diKUiniiiiating iiistniction in the ancient sxstein wliuh should 
have the apt^rovaf of lilieia! Hindus ,ind liUnal ('hnstians ’ 
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literary prose. He taught liis people the use of marks of puiietuatioii. 
There was iu his aature a deep vein of genuine poetry, t<w' 
his Bengali hymns show. He w.vs the first to write thtostie hymns 
in Bengali. l*andit Ramagati NyayaraLiia, a well-known Hindu 
historian of the Bengali language and literatur**, ( ruly »>bs<*rves that 
“ they appear to possess the power of melting even stony hearts, of 
making the most irreligious devoted to (lod and of making hearts 
sunk in w-irdliness detaehed from the world." The\ :ir«‘ priztsl hy 
theistsand idolaters alike. A tew of them are in Sanskrit. We 
believe an English translation of Rammoliun's hymns by Babii 
Mohinimohan Chattcrje«>. M. A., has In-en published by the Adi 
Brahmo Samaj of Calcutta. 

His Bengali journal, the .S'(tiM.h(id Knumiidi, first appe.ired iu 1821. 
He is the founder of native journalism in India. I h*“ Siiiiilxid Kdiiiniidi. 
was not <*xclusiv<dy or chiefly a politie.il publication. It, as well as 
his Persian newspaper, j\Iirtit-iil-.lIckiKir or Mii'iuir oj IulvUigi’iirc, 
had an educational purpose, too. Besides (Milities, subjects ol a 
historical, literary and scientifu; char.icter wer<‘ t reated ol therein. 

Lawyers of eminence have declared that the leg.il writings ol 
the Uaja, such as his “ Uriel Remarks on Ancient h'eniale Rights," 
“The Rights of Hindus over Auis'stral IVopert.t according to the 
Law of Bengal," would do credit to jurists ol the highest, standing. 

To the public Itammohun Hoy is Is'st known as a religious and social 
reformer. ^I’o manv hi‘ is also known as a litterateur and tsiucationist. 
But he is not so wtdl known as a polilic.il vi‘f()riner and agitator. .\ 
brief account of his politics may not therefort* be out, of place h<!re. 

Mr. William Adam, a Baptist .Missionary, whose association with 
Itaja Kammohiin Roy led him to adopt linitarian opinions, bears tin* 
following testimony to his love ol lilM'rty : 

“ He would bo lift* m not l«) .tl .ill . l-..u .il lu'o(l..iii w.i- poi li.i.|i.. iln- Uiimg.-sl 
paaeion of bis soul,—Im'dmn not of action iioTclv. Iinl nl tbongn- This ton.«'ity ol 

peraonalmdeiaimleact;, lbissonsiloc,«alo»s>olilicsl,KblHsl .i|,pi.Mcb lo an .■i.croaci. 

meat on hie mental fiocdom was .io.-omp.nin.d imiIi .. very me pc. eptu.n ol Ibo l•qn;.l 
li^tB of otheis, even of those who (lifferi'd most widely tioin him 

It was this love of lilierty that was the source of all his politieal 

opinions and the mainspring of all his political activity. It made 
him take interest in and deeply symp,itliise with all political move¬ 
ments all over the world t.hat had for I,heir object the advancement, 
of popular freedom. Some instances may here Im* given of Ram- 
mohun's cosmopolitan sympathies in th<“ region of politics. 

“ When the intelligence reached India that the people of Naples alter extorting a 
constitution from their despotic king were crualied back into servitude by the Auatrian 
troops in obedience lo the joint mandate of the crowmsl heads of Russia, IVuesia, Anatria. 
Sardinia, and Naples, Rammohun felt it keenly 
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In a letter to Mr. Buckingham, dated August 11, 1821, he wrote: — 

“ I #m afniid I miwt be under tlie necenHitv of denying inyaelf the [deaenre of your 
aiauely thiH evening, more eapeciuliy aa iny mind la depretwed l>y (lie late newa from 
Kiirn|>e , From the late unliappy iiewa J am obliged to oonelude (lint I hIibII not live to 
»ei liberty iiniveraany reatored to the nationa of Kurope, and Asiatic nations, especially 
those tliat are Kuio|>enn coloniea, possessed of a greatei degree of the same blessing than 
what they now enjoy 

“ Under those i‘iu’iiiiHtaiii'ca I consider the cause of the Neajiolitaiis us niv own, and 
then eiieiiiieh as ouis Finoinios to lilieity and fiiendaol lespotism ha\e never liei’ii, 
.iiid neiei will Iw, ultinaatel.i siicccaafnl 

“Tlnwc noble wordH," sa.vs Mias (lollctt, “ reveal how profoundl.v 
Itaminohun felt with the late ItuHstd Lowell that " In the gain or loss 
<»f one race all the rttsl have equal claim" ; and that 

"\\licie\ei wrong is done 

To the liiimbloht ,ind the weakest, ’ iie itli the all-lieliolding Sun, 

Tliat wiong is also done to us ’ 

Itaiiiiiiohuii'N Persian wet'kly JMiivtf-fll-AJfWirtr eontained an article 
on “ Ireland, the eause.s of its dist.ress and di.seont/ent". In this he 
dwell on th<! evils of aliHenteeism and the injustice of maintaining 
Protestant clergymen out of revenues wrung from the Roman Catholic 
inhahitants of Ireland. He said - 

How udnmulile is the oliscnation of Saudi (on whom U’ nieiiy') 

" Uo not say that (hose lapacious niiiiisters are the well-wisliers of his Majesty ; 

Fill III pru|Kiitiuu us they aiigiiieiit the leveiiiie of the State, they diminish Ins 
isijiiihirity , 

0 statesman, ajijJy the revenue of the King townids tin coinioil ol ihr piviple ; 
then (luring their liies they will Is- loyal to hini " 

When the mtws of the establishment of constitutional Govern- 
lut'iil in .Spain reached India, he gave a public dinner at the Town 
Hall. Some mouths In-fore his departure for Kngland, news reached 
(Calcutta of tin- latest Kr<-nch IR-volution, and, “so great was his 
enthusiasm that," we are told, “ he could think and talk of nothing 
else!" He viewed it as a triumph of liberty and rejoict-d accordingly. 
On his voyage to England he lando,d at the Capt- for only an hour or 
two. “Returning on board In* met with it misty act-ident. The 
gangway ladder had not Ikhiu properly secured, and he got :i serious 
fall, from which he was lame for t-ight€H?n months aftei-wards and 
indeed never tlnally recovertMl. But no bodijy suffering could repress 
his mental ardour. Two French frigatt-s, under the revolutionary 
flag, the glorious tri-colour, were lying in Table Bay ; and lame as he 
was, he would insist on visiting them. The sight of these colours 
seemed to kindle his enthusiasm, and to render him insensible to 
pain." During the days of the Reform Hill agitation in England, he 
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<con8idered the 8trag)(le between the reformers and anti-reformers 
■as a straggle between lilierty and ofiprctssion throughout the world • 
between justice and injustice, and between right and wrong. He 
publicly avowed that in the event of the Reform Bill l>elng defeated, 
ho would renounce his connection with England. His Persian week¬ 
ly, the Mirat, did not, however, favourably consider the national 
aspirations of (rre(*ce. Muhammadan sympathy with the Turks 
may have been to som<* extent resoonsible for this attitude to 
■Oreece 

We now pass on to thellaja's Indian polical opinions. Our politics 
are sure to be tinged by onr attitude towards British rule in India. 
It is therefore necessary to know what the Raja thought of British 
rule in India in his day. In his autobiography he writes ; 

- -I pi'oreeilwl on niv liuveU, and panswl through different eoimtrieB, chiefly 
within, hut Home licvoiid, the lioiiudri of Hmdoostaii, with a feeling of great lueiHion to 
the ehtabliahment of the BritiHh I’owei m India When I had reacheil the age of twenty, 
my father recalled me, and restored me to his favoni ; after which I firet huw and hegiin 
1o assoeinU! with Kniopeaiis, .nid uoon uftei miide mynelf toleriihly acquainted with then 
lawa and form of government Finding them generally more intelligent, more eteady 
.and moderate in their conduct, I gave up my prepidioe againat them, and became inclined 
in then favour, feeling persuaded th.at their rule, though a foreign yoke, would lead more 
speedily and surely to the aihehoiation of the native inhabitants, ” 

He concluded his “ Final Appeal fo the Christian Public" 

■“by offering up tluinkn to the supreme Disposer of the events of this imiverHe, for 
kiviiig uneipectedly delivered this ooimti’y from the Iong-<‘ontinued tyranny of ite former 
Rulers, hud jdaced it under the goveniment of the English,—a nation who not only are 
blessed with the eii|oymeiit of civil and political lilierty, hut also interest themselves in 
promoting liberty and social happiness, as well as free inquiry into literary and religions 
siibiei'ts, among those nations to which their influence extends " 

But Rammohun gave to Muhammadan rule also its duo meed of 
praise by mentioning in what respects it was superior to British rule. 
He wrote in his “Appeal to the King in Couneil’’against the Press 
Regulation : 

“ Voni Maiesty is aw.ire, that nndei their foinier Mobaminadan Killers, the natives oi 
this country enjoyetl every politic.il privilege in common with Mussulmans, being eligible 
to the highest offices in the State, entnisteil with the command of armies and tlie gov- 
•emment of piovinoes and often chosen as advisers to their Prince, without disqualifica¬ 
tion or degrading distinction on account of their religion or the place of their birth. 
They used to rcc.eivc frci- grants of land exempted from any payments of revenne, and 
besides the highest salaries allow ed under the Government, they enjoyed free of charge 
large tracts of country attached to certain offices of trust and digmty, while natives of 
learning and talent were rewarded with nomerous situations of honour and emolument. 
Although under the British Rule, the natives of Indio, have entirely loet this political 
consequence.", Ac. 
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Some of the contents of the earlier numbers of the Sambad 
Ktiumudi may In* (tivcn here: 

No I -An iippool fo thr Uovemincnt 1(, the oBtabliBliinont of u Wiliool foi the gi-atiiitoiw 
iiiHti iictioo of the [Kjoi blit respectable Hindim 
No II. Htunbla lK^dlpH^ to llie (lovernment HokilinR the eiteiwlon of trial by jury to 
MofiiHHil. 5 !iIIh and I’roMiicial Court'- ol Judioatine 

No III -An .ipiieiil to the tiovernuient to relieve the Hindu eommnnity from the iiicon- 
venienee ronhei|iient upon there lieing only one (Ifaaiit kr the burning of dead 
bidieh wheieu' .ni ininiea-ie -ipaee ol gronnd ha'^ lieeii granted for the burial of 
Christian'' 

Apjiea! to Coiernmenl loi the (neveiition iil the exporlamni of the greatest 
pait ol the priKliiee of nee from Bengal to foreign ports 

\ppea! to Cioicrnnieiit to eniible the middh'class of native Hiibjeeta to atail 
themselves of the treatment ol I'.iiioiieaii plnsieians 

Appeal to the CnIeiitlii Magistrates to lesort to rigorous ine.isiiii's foi relieviiia 
the Hindu nihubitants of Cah ntta Ironi Ihi' scnons gneianee of Chiistian gentJeniea 
drinng their buggies iimoiigsl llieni ami cutting iind l.ishing them with whips with¬ 
out distinction of se\ oi agi wiiile they ipiiHtli assemblisl in mmierise iinmbere Pt 
see the images of then deities pass in the (’hilpore Hoad, when manv ol them 
through terror and eousteinatioii e:iiis»sl bv the lashing inifiotisl on the sp*ctatorii 
fell down into iliains, while others wen Iramoled iiiidei loot bv the ernwii 

Raja Uanimohun Ro> Irclii'vi'd that, a frt'c Press is one of the- 
btist safepuards of lifM'rty. This fonvietioii found i'\pre.ssioii in hit> 
petitions against the Press Kegulation (I) lo the Supreme Court, 
and (2) to the King in Couneil. The Press ordinance prescrifted that 
thenceforth no one should puhlisli a netvspatioror other periodieal 
without having oittained a license front the Ciovernor-fJeuepal in 
Council, signed by I he Chief Secretary. The memorial submitted to 
the Supreme ('oiirl “may l>e regarded as the Aia'opagitiea of Indian 
History. Alike in diction and in argument, it forms a noble landmark 
in the jirogr«>ss of English cnlture in the Kasl." 

This Memorial proving fruitless, Itammohun and his co-adjulors 
appealed to the King in council. Says Miss Collett: 

" The u[ipiiiit le one of the iiohleut pii'cei. ol KiigliHli to whicli ibiminohini piii hm 
hand. Itn stiitel.i periodn mid not lfh% sttiU'ly thonglit recall the eloqiieiii'i' of the great 
orstora of a century ago. In a langiisgi- and atjlo lor ever aatiociated with the glorimia 
vindication of htjeitv, it invokee againet the arbitrary eieiciae of Britiah |) 0 »ei the 
pnnciplen and traditionn whiih are iliatim-tive of llriliah Hiatory ” 

This Memorial, too. provtsl unavailing. The Privy C/Ouncil docliii- 
ed to comply with the petition. 

A new Jury Act came into o|)epatioii in the beginning of 1827. On 
August 18th, 1828, Rommohun wrote to Mr. J. Crawford and outrustod 
to him petitions against the Act for presentation to both Houses of 
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Parliament, aliened by Hindiia and A1 ohannnedans. He thuR eoneiucly 
Ktated the groiinda of grievance: — 

"In hU (amoiiH Jnry Bill, Mr. Wynn, the laU" Pr«ud<‘iit of the Bonnl o( i ontrol,liii* 
by introilncinf; religious diHtiartionti into the judirial systPiii of this country, not onlv 
.tlfoidcd |iist gi‘ouiid< For dissatisfaction Hinong the Natives in general, but has excited 
niiioh alarm in the liiisuit of every one ooiiveisant with jiolitii*! principlisi Any Nativisi, 
either Hindu or Mohamedan, aic rendeml by this Bill subjivt to judicial trial by 
I’hrwtians, either Kuropean oi Native, while Christians, including Native conveits, are 
exeiniiled ' -oin the degriidatiim of la'iiig tried eithei bv a Hindu oi Mnssulnian piror, 
lioweier high he iniiv stand in the estimation of society Tins Bill also denies Isith to 
Hindus .ind Molaiinedans the honor of a seat in the (Irand .liny even in the tiial of fellow 
Hindus OI Mussulmans This is the snni total of Mi .V^ vnii s lati' .Iniv Bill, ol whii'li 
we bitterlv complain 

Haminohui) went, on to suggCHl a iiossiliilit.v “ 'tliicli Ik by •><> tocauH 
'to ftMiioU* now its when lie wrolt* - 

■‘.Supposing that BK) ye,us hence the Native cluii.ictei Iss-onii-s clei.itisl li-om 
constant inti'iconrse with KnrojsMiiis .iiid the acijuirenient ol gi-neial and jsibl Cul 
knowledge,1s well as of nuKlerii ails and sciences, is it possible that they will not ha\e the 
rpiiil .IS well .Is Its. meliii itioii to r. sisi elTsliiallv aiiv un|iiHt .mil oppiessive niensnres 
s.‘i ving t.i degi.ide llieiii III I he scale ol SOI letv'■’ It should not Is* lost sight of that the 
position ol India is leti different fioin that ol licl.iiid, to am iinailei ol which an 
Ciigli'ah lleet ni.ii s,„l,l(.nlv coniev a IhsK of lioojis that may foice its w.iy in tlie 
rispiisit.’ diieclion .nid siM'cfssI in siippiessing evei V effoit of a refiactory spoil Were 
lu.li.i 1.1 shall- one loiiilh ol the knowledge and energy of that isumti\. she would prove 
Iniiii hei leinole sitii.itiim her riehes and her vnsi |si|nihttinn, either useful and piofitalile 
■ IS ,1 wdling jiiov iiK-i*. all ally ol the British etiipiii-, oi lionlili-soine and .tnnoving as a 
deieniiiiied enemy 

" In I oinmon with lliose who seem p.iitiul lo ihe Brilish inle from tlie expis-tatioii of 
Inline Iv’iiehls inisiiig lint of the eonmvlioii, 1 iieeessarilv fts'l extremely giieved is 
otleii tvilnesKiiig \ets and Itegnlalioiis p.issisl hy tioveinnieiit without ronsiilting of 
seeming to iindeislaiid Ihe feelings of its Indian siibjeels and without oinsideriiig ill. 
this piwiple luive had for iiioie than half a eeiitni y the iidviintago of lieing itiled by and 
.issor-iaP'd with an enlightened nation, lulv is ates of lils-i tv and iiroinolers of knowleilge " 

Tli(“ letter i|iii>te(l iilmve Ik l■ell|;l^k.abl(‘ for the far-Kigliletl glance 
into the future which it reveals. H«‘re in gerui is Uv Ite found the 
natioiKtl uspiration which is now breaking forth into demands for a 
greater measuie of self-governm«*nt than the |M‘o|»le at presenf enjoy, 
Hammohun's English biographt'r ohserves that 

“ The prospiH-l Ilf an islnea'sd India, of an India approximating to bniojs-an stanit 
anis of enitnie, seeins ti'usve nevor boon long aliaent from Uaminoliini H mind , and lie 
did, liovvevei vagiiuly. elniu. m advaiw-e foi his eoiintryincn the |silitieal rights whs-li 
progress in civilisation luevitalvly involves Heie again Italiiinoliini stands forth as tin* 
uribime and pniphet of New India." 

The Select Conimlttcye of the Hoiihc of ('ominoim which wan 
ap|)ointed in Eebriiary, 1831, and reappointed in June to eonaider the 
r<Hicwal of the fkmipany'a Charter invited him to apiniar before It. 
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Raintnohuii docliiied this request but tendered his evidence in the 
form of successii e “ Cetninuiiications to the Board of Control.” The 
first of these dealt witli Revenue. The Raja appears hert) as the 
champion of the rack-rented ryot. While the Zemindars or land- 
hohlers had l)(>eii f'reatly benefited by the Permanent Settlement of 
I79.‘i, while th<*,ir wealth and the wealth of the community had 
fCencrally increased, the p(K)r cultivator was no better off. The 
remedy he asked for was in the tirst place the prohibition of any 
further ris<* in r<‘nl. and secondly • rents IteiiiK now so exorbitantly 
hit'll to leave the ryot in a state of extreme misery, -a reduction 
in the reveniK' demanded from the Zemindar so as to ensure a reduc¬ 
tion in (he ryot’s ismt. The decrease in revenue he would meet by 
increasiiif' taxes upon luxuries or li.\ employint; as Collectors low- 
salaried Indians ins(.ead of hit!;h-salarie.d Europeans. It may here be 
incidentally observed that nearly three-quarters of a century ago, 
when education was in a backward condition, Riija Raniniohun Roy 
considered Indians (It forth** dutif*s of Collectors. He also considered 
them well i|ualitl<‘<l to ilischarife all judicial duti<*K. 

He approv***! ol tin* s«*ttlement in India of a few model landlords 
I'rom England, bill was careful to sti|>ulate that they should not lie 
drawn Ironi tin* low<*r classes. This is not the place to criticize the 
liajii's views on this subject; but it s«>ems open t*) grave doubt 
xx'hether a Euro|)«*an land***! aristocracy for India \*ould have been 
on the whole lieneficial to the pe*)pl** of this **ountry. He eoncliidfd 
with an **arn«*st app(*al “ t*) any and ever.v authority to devise som<* 
mode*>f all**viating the pr**s<*nt mis**ries of th** agricultural [leasantry 
*)f ndia." 

It admits of no doubt that the *‘ondition of the pr*>prietora of land 
has impr*iv«Hl under th** syst**m of permanent assessment. But the 
Government seems at^ present Ui believe that that system has resulted 
in loss *»f revenue to Ih** State. It is therefore, imiKirtant to quote 
the Raja's opini*>n on this subj(‘ct. 

“ Tli« iiniiiiiiit (if aHMeHHineiit lixed on the laiiili. uf these pioviiices at Iho time uf the 
Peraittneiit Settlenieni (17H,’!), was as high as had ever l)**en aHsestied. and in many 
inataiices highei than hud riei liefoir heeii realuisl by the raertions of any government 
Mnhamedun oi British Therefoie the ttovernmeiit sHCrifio***! nothing in vonoluding that 
tiettleitient If it hud not lieoii toimed, the landholden* (Zrmnulart) would always have 
taken cure to prevent the revoiine from iiici easing by not bringing the waste lands into 
cultivation, and hy collusive urrangenteiils to elude further demands , while the stale of 
the cultivators would not hair Itson at all better than it is now However, if the (ioxern- 
ment had taken the whole estates of the country into its own hands, as in the c**ded and 
t'Onquered provinces and the Hadras Presideney, then, by allowing the landholders only 
ten per cent on the rents (Mallkanah), and seeuring all the leat to the Government, it 
might no doubt iiuve increaaed the revenue for a abort time. Bnt the whole of the 
landlords .n the country would then have been n*duc**d to the same wretched ixnidition 
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SB they are at present iq in the ceded and conquered Provinces of tlie Bengal Presidency 
or rather annihilated, as in many parts of the Madras territory ; and the whole tor"’-!*' “ 
reduced to the same level of poverty. At the same time, tlie temporary inoreaae of 
revenue to Government under its own immediate management would also have soon fallen 
off, through the misconduct and negligence of the revenue offieeru, aa shown by innumer¬ 
able instances in which the estates were kept khas, i.e, under the inuiiediate management 
of Government." 

“ Besides, Government appropnateK to itself an enoniious duty on the transit and 
exportation of the produce of tlie soil, which has, since the jieriod of tlie Perpetual 
Settlement, increased to a great amount from the exertions of the proprieuirs in extend¬ 
ing and impr oving cultivation, under the assurance that no demand of an increase of 
revenue would he made upon them on account of the progressive productiveness of their 
estates.” 

The Raja contrasts the effects of the {icriiianent and periodical 
■systems of assessment in two statements. 

“ By a comparative view of the revenues of Bengal, Beliai and Orissa, from the 
period of the Perpetual .Settlement, it apjieurs that, in the thirty-five years, from 179JJ-0.3 
■to 1827-28, there was a total increase on the whole amount of the Revenue of nlaive 100 
per cent. (101‘71J, and that tins increase has been steady and imigi-CHKnc up to the 
present time; . . " 

By a comparative view of the leveiiiie of the old lintish leriiloiy in Madraa, it 
apfieare that during the same |ieno(l of thirty-live years (i c., lioni l71)o to 1828) there 
was an increase of only alioiil 40 jiei rent, (40 15) on the total amount of the whole 
revenue That tlie increase during the first 17 years was 4.‘> jVa I»'i cent ; that m the 
next 8 years the increase was only about .'IJ ja'r cent, and that in the last 18 years there 
has been a deerrate of 2 15 per cent " 

In an appendix he urged the Imperial utility of the policy of fixing 
a maximum rent to lie paid by each cultivator, “that their rents 
already raised to a ruinous ext<*iit, might not l*e subject to further 
increase.” His advocacy of this policy is so sfatesnianlike that no 
apology is neeiled for quoting his views on the subject. To recognise 
th(‘ indefeasible rights of the ryots in the soil would make them loyal 
to the po wer that secured them and 

" ready to rise in defence of it, as a militia or in any other shape that might lie required ; 
so as to Heonre the British rule in a foreign and remote empire, alike from internal 
intrigue and from external aggression, without the necessity of kee|iing on foot an 
immense standing army at an enormous cost. This consideration is of great importance 
in respect to the natives of the uppei and wesfe-rn provinces, who are distinguished by 
their superior bravery, and form the greater part of the British Indian army If this 
race of men, who are by no means deficient in feelings of is'Csonal lunioi and regard for 
family reepectabilily, wore assured that their rights m the sod were indefessible so long 
as the British power should endure, they would from gratitude and scH-interest at all 
time be ready to devote their lives and property in its defem*- 

“ The saving that might he effected by this liberal and generous jiolicy, through the 
auhstitilting of a militia force for a great part of the present standing army, would be 
much greater than any gain that could be realised any system of increasing land 
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MvasM iW faumM inifmaity oould d^M. How opplieaUe to thit omb is the following 
line of tho Penian i>ge (8udi) 


Ba raynt tM kuH Wa'z janf i Uuum at nwm nithm 
X'anki thahiiuhak i add ra rapat (aeUtar <ul. 

“ Be III! fi leuiUy teniu with thy «ubjartii, and rent eMy about the warfare of tbiiiw 
mamiai; for to un upright pniire hm people le on army." 

While oil till) salijoct of fiand Settlement wo may aay that in 182B, 
by Kogulatioii III of that year, the revenne colleotor In each district 
was authoriHod to disitossesa the holders of tax«free lands by hta 
own authority, without referenoe to any jndlcial oourts, if the collec¬ 
tor should lie of opinion, after such enquiry as might satify himself 
that the title of the proprietor was not valid. It was therein 
enacted that “such docisioii of the Collector shall have the force 
and effect of a decree ; also, that “ it shall not be necessary for him 
to traiismii, his proeeoUings to the Board of Revenue,” but “ the 
party dispossessed might appeal," and by art. 3., whether an appeal 
be Hied or not. “ that it shall and may be lawful for the Collector 
immediately to carry into effect his decision by attaching and 
awoRsiiig the lands." This regulation produced great alarm and 
distrust amongst the natives of Bengal, Be har and Orissa, many of 
whom petitioned against the |*riiiciple of one party, who lays claim 
to the liuid. dispossessing an, actual possessor at his own discretion. 
This agitation was led. though uiiHUccessfiilly, by Ramniohun Roy. 
Reg. Ill of 1828 is still in force. 


Aninng the principal incasurt>s advocated in the Raja's Qurstioiia 
and Aimivt’rii Dll thr Jiulwiitl Si/Htem of /ndiM were the substitution 
of Knglish lor Persian as the official language of the courts of law ; 
the apiKiintiiKMit of nativi* assessors in the civil courts; trial b.v 
jury, of which the Panchayet s.vstein was the indigenous parallel; 
separation of the offices of judge and revenue commissioners ; separa¬ 
tion of the offices of judge and rasq^istrate; codifleation of the 
criminal law and also of the law of India ; and consultation with the 
local inagnates Isdore enacting laws. The last reform proposed 
contains the germs of representative legislative bodies. 


•Students ol Indian economics are familiar with the fact that 
every year nearly to crores of rupees of, India's capital is drained 
off to foreign parts without any hope of return. This drain of wealth 
did not eHc.a|M‘ the eyes of Raja Rammohun Roy. In his “ Revenue 
System of India” he says that as a large sum of money is now 
annually drawn from India by Europeans retiring from it with the 
fortunes realized there, a system which would encourage Europeans 
of capital to beeome permanent settlers with their families, would 
necessarily greatly improve the resources of the country. He pre- 
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pAMd Mvem tkbleii to prove thia drain. The following two para>^ 
grapha are appended to these tables :~ 

“ By the evidence of Mean. Lloyd and Melville (the former the Aocountant-Oeneral, 
and the latter the Auditor-General of the Rast India Company), recorded in the Minntea 
of evidence taken before the Select Committee of the Houae of Lords, 23rd February, 
1830, it appears that the proportion of the Indian revenues expended m Englotid on the 
territorial account amounts, on an average, to £3,(XX),000 annually. It includes th» 
expenses at the Board of Control and India House, pay, absentee allowances and pensions 
to Civil and Military office, s in F.urope foi services in India, with interest of monev 
realised there, »%c.. Ac , besales JUri3,58H for territorial stores consigned to India 

“ In u letter of the Court of Directors to the Government of Bengal, dated the 20th 
of June, IHIO, and quoted in the work “ On Colonial Pohey as applicable to the Govern 
meat of India," by a very able servant of the company, holding a responsible situatioc 
in Bengal, the Directors state lliat " it is no extravagant UNsertion to advance, that the 
annual remittances to Londoii on ai'coiint of individuals, have been at the rate of nearly 
£2,000,000 pel annum rm a tfrien of yearn yanl " (p, 70) I'rom these and other 
authentic documents tlie author calculates the amount of capital, or “ the aggregate of 
tribute, public and private, so withdrawn from India from 17ti,'> to 1820, at .tIOO,(KX),000't 
(p 6o.) 

It has already Ix'eii ineidentally shown that Raja itammohmi 
Roy was in favour of the H<>ttlenient in India of European rapitalists 
under eertain eonditions. Among the advantages likely in his 
opinion to arise from such settlement was the improvement of the 
eonditioii of the native inhabitants by European landlords showing 
them superior mt'thods of cultivation. That this was not altoget)ier 
a vain expectation appears from some ob.servations in .Mr. N. (I. 
Mukerji's Hnnd-boofc uj Induiit Agriculture. Hays Mr. Mukerji: 

indeed. Indian agriciiltuie has been actually vastly improved by our contact with 
the West Kuiopuaii |>liiuters have been the means of introducing im|K>rtHiit innovations 
Id the most oiit-ol-the wav places of India we find Kuio(s'iin planteis carrying on 
agiicultuial e.vperiiiuMits and mipuivciiieiits imperceptibly and noiselessly 

This naturally leads one to a consideration of the Raja's RcTmrkg 
on fiettlemeut in Jndnt hg Karoijcanx. It is a pafK'r of rare personal 
»nd national importance. But as it rai.ses jirobleuis of great magni¬ 
tude, we refrain from dealing with it here. Hufliec' it to say that this 
his final literary deliverance holds up ts> the people of India the 
pros(Hict of India having English as its UngMi franca, India socially 
and in other respects westernized to some exttuit, India possibly 
independent and India the Eniightener of Asia. 

Progressive political views imply confi<lenc,e in the capacity of a 
people for continuous improvement, liaja Rammohun Roy believed 
that the people of India “ have the same capability of improvement 
as any other civilized p<iople.” He did not believe that Asiatics were 
naturally an inferior race. In the course of one of his numerous 
religious controversies “ A Christian " having indulged in a VTad€v 
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about persoas being “degraded by Asiatic effeminacy,” the Raja 
reminded him that almost all the ancient prophets and patriarchs 
venerated by Christians, nay, even Jesus Christ himself, were Asiatics. 

On a perusal of the foregoing pages it will Ik* found that with the 
exception of the agitation that has been going on for sometime past 
for the industrial regeneration of the country, Ranirnohuti Jloy laid 
the foundation of all the principal modern movi'iuents for the eleva¬ 
tion of our peopb*. Probably, as India is niai,nly an agricultural 
ctmntry and as in his days tins pressure on land had not become 
abnormal owing to the indigenous industries not having disappeared 
then to the exUsnt to which they have now d<H*lined, tin* industrial 
problem did not then |)ress for solution with tin* sann* iirgf'ucy as now. 
Nevertheless we find that the bearing of the system of castt* on in¬ 
dustrial prr)sperity did not (*scap«* the k('en (\v(>s of itammohuii : as 
No. VIII of his iSam/Hid Kaiinmndi print<>(l the “plea ol a philan- 
thmpist, who observing tiu* mis'ery caused by prejudices of ciiste, 
urges the Hindus not. to dc'bar theniselv«*s t hereby from mechanical 
pursuits, but to cultivate such arts as would tend to ftn'ir comfort, 
happiness and independence.” 

We conclude this introduction with I he following estimate of his 
personality by his biographer, th(* late Miss .Sophia f)obsi>n Collett, 
who, though an Knglish woman and a trinitarian t'hristian, seems on 
the whole to have undorstotKi the meaning of his life pretty aecu- 
rately :— 

“ Itiiinmnhim Htiindu III iiiKtoiV Its llic liMii" hiiil^r hm'i whiifi Inili.i m.iulii'.- tioiii 
her iiimiHaHiiivil jiaHl to li«r mralciilahlf Jiitiiir He «as llie .lu li hIucIi sp.iiiiinl the 
«ulf tliat yawned liotweeii aiu'ieiit eaale and inodeni hiiin.tiiitv. Iietneni Mi|ii i-.iitioii anil 
Heionee, Iwtweon deapoliani and deiniKjiacy, tM.tween luiinohile eiistoiu .md .1 loiismatio 
progroas, lii'tween a iMtwildering polytheism ,mil a )iiiii‘, il vague, Thrisiii He was the 
moliahir of his jicople, harmonr/ing in his oun jieison, oflen ht ine.tiis ol his m\n 
Bohtarv Miiflerings, the coiifhcting tendeni'ie' ol iiiiiiieinoii.il liadilion .ind ol iiiev itah)“ 
enhghtmimeni " 

“ Ffe eniliodieH tlie new spirit which aiise.s fiom the < oiiij'iilsin \ moliiieol i.nes and 
faiths nnd eivili/.ationa. -ho embodies its Ireedom of eni|iiiiy, its thii-l h.i .eiiee, its 
largo human Kvmpnthy, its pure and silted ethics, along with Its reverent but not nneii- 
tical regard foi the past, and priidonl, even timid, disinelination towards levolt Hut 111 
the life of ItHrainoliiin we nee what we hope yet to have shown ns in the piogiess nl India, 
that the His'ri't of the whole movement is religious ,Vmid .til Ins wanderings Rammohiiu 
was aaved by his faith ' " " lie w.is a genuine oiitgiowlh ol the old Hindu slock ; 

m a soil waturi'd hy new nilluences, and in an atmosphei e charge,I with unwonted foicing 
power, blit still 11 true scion of the old stock The Raj.di w.is no merely ocoidcntalized 
onentnl, no Hindu polished into the donbtfid semblance of a European Just as little 

waa he, if we mav use the term without offence, a spn itiial Eurasian If we follow the right 
InM* of kiH development we shall find that he le,id8 the way from the oriehtalism of the 
past, not to. 111,I through WesU'in culture, towards a civilization which is neither Western 
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nor LMu»rn. but Montething VMtly mrgei and nobler than both. He preeervee contunuty^ 
throughout, by virtue of hie rvligum, which again aupplied the motive force of hie pro* 
greeeive movement The {Kiwer that connected and restrained, ae well as widened and 
impelled, wuh leligion 

“ Kaniiiiohuii thus pn^HcntH a niont instructive and inspiring study for the New India 
of which he la the ty|>e and pioneei He offers to tlie new democracy of the West a 
Hforeelv less valuable index of what our greatest Kastem dependeiu^y may yet become 
umlei the iinperiul Huay of the Ihitish commonalty There can be little doubt that, 
wiiatevet f^tute the dcHlinit'H mav have in store for India, that future will be largely 
Kliai»ed hv (helifeiiiid work of Kaiiuuohun Hoy And not the future of India alone We 
stand on the eie of an uu|iiec(‘<)enled iiiiemiinghng of East and W'est. The European and 
AsiatH* atieaiiiHor liuinaii dexeloptnciit. wiu<‘li have often tinged each other before, are now 
.approaching a i-oiitiiH'iK'r wlixh bidH fair to fonii the one ocean-nver of the collective 
pi*ogre«w of tuanlunii In tlic pn^Hcnct* of that greatei Kastem queation,--wiUi ita 
iiirinite muiitu'atiuiiH, nidiiHtriul. po)iti<*ul, nioru) and religionH. the international pmMema 
of the puMmng lumi even the grll^•sl <>f them, seem dwarfed into parochial pettiness. 
The nearing dauII of ilit'Nt nmuoaHiin'd |>t>HMibilitieH only throwa into clearer protninenca 
the figine of the inaii uhoHi lif<->4loty hi* have tiihl He was, if not the prophetic typer 
at least the pMM iimne hint, of tin eh.ing* th.il mlnroiiie” 




SECTION n. 

The Proj^h^. 

In introducing the Prophet8, the Rev. Editor commences with 
Proverbs; saying, “ If in this book Christ be represented under the 
charactec of wisdom, as divines have thought, and as seems implied 
in Christ’s saying. Matt., li. 19, ‘ But wisdom is justified of her 
“ chilcfrea and Luke, li. 49, ‘ Therefore said the wisdom of God, I 
will send them prophets,’ fresh proof is here furnished to the eternal 
deity of the Son." He then quotes Prov., viii. 1, 22, 27, 30: “ Doth 
not wisdom cry?—‘The Lord possessed me in the beginning of his 
way, before his works of old —When he prepared the heavens, I was 
there,—I was by him, as one brought up • with him ; I was daily his 
delight, rejoicing always before him.’ ’’ It is, indeed, astonishing to 
me how the strong prejudice of other learned divines, as well as of 
the Editor, in favour of the doctrine of the Trinity, has prevented 
them from perceiving that the identification attempted to be thus 
deduced by them from those passages of the book of Proverbs, instead 
of proving the “ eternal deity ’’ of Jesus, or his self-existence, would 
go to destroy his distinct existence altogether; for Christians of all 
denominations agree that toitdom, understanding, and all other attri¬ 
butes of God, have been from eternity to eternity in the possession 
of the almighty power, without either or any of them having been 
endowed with a separate existence; and were we to attribute to each 
of the properties of God self-existence, we must necessarily admit tnat 
there are besides God numerous beings, (his attributes,) which possess, 
like God himself, eternal existence—a doctrine which would amount 
to gross Polytheism. But the expression, " The Lord possessed me 
in the beginning of his way,” (ver. 22, quoted by the Editor,) pioves 
that the wisdom there alluded to was considered as in possession 
of Jehovah', just as his other attributes are. If Jesus, then, be meant 
here by wisdom, he must, so far from being esteemed as Jehovah 
himself, be supposed to have been possessed hy Jehovah as an attribute 
If this d'ictriiie be admitted as orthLidox, how then are the priinitivt 
Christians to be justified in condemning SabeUius on account of 

m the origtiml Hebrew does not eignify “ brought up" It nieBint 
“steaded.” stabled, or esubli-hed an cpialities with siibetanres See Parkhuietn 
Hebrew Lexicon 
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his inaintainiog the same doctrine''’ We find that, consistently with 
the same prophetical language, the inspired writer of ProTerbs 
directs us to call wisdom a sister, and understanding kirmcoman, 
(vi> 4,) instead of bestowing on her such epithets as, Jehovah, the 
everlasting God, that are insisted upon by the Editor as properly 
applied to Jesus. In fact, the book of Proverbs ineant only to urge, 
in the usual poetical style of expression, the necessity of adhering to 
wistloni. Itoth in religious and social life, strengthening the exhorta¬ 
tion by [lointing out that all the works of God are founded upon 
wisdom If such poetical personifications as are found in the Pro 
phets. as well as in profane Asiatic works in common circulation, 
were to lie noticed, a separate voluminous work would, I am afraid, 
fail to contain them And if the abstract attributes of God, such as 
wisdom, mercy, tnith, benevolence, Ac., are to be esteemed as separate 
deities, on account of their being sometimes personified, and declared 
eternal ami associating with God, this mode of literal interpretation 
would, I admit, be so far advantageous to the cause of the Editor as 
vespects the refutation of the doctrine of die unity of God, but would 
not be precisely favourable to the doctrine of the Trinity, as it would 
certainly extend , tlie number of personified deities m>'ch beyond 
three Take, fo example, the following passages, which personify 
the attributes dl God, and ascribe to them eternity, and association 
with God Psalm, cxxx 7 ■ “With the Lord there is mercy, and with 
bin) is plenteous redemption ” Ixxxv l<t “ Mercy and truth are met 
together , righteousness and j.eace have kissed each other." Numbers, 
xvi 46 “ There is wrath gon** out from the Lord.” Here we have 
merry, redemption, truth, and wratli, all spoken of as separate exist¬ 
ences Are w e, tliercfore, to consider them as persons of the Godhead ? 
As abstract qualities are often represented in the Scriptures, and 
in Asiatic writings generally, as f>er8ons and agents, to render 
ideas familiar to the understanding, so real eiistencco are intended 
sometimes under tlie appellation of abstract qualities, for tlie sake of 
, ’ ■' . xp'-'- ' , In 1 T .i n iv ,s G(k1 is declared to be mere 

Iawc. John, I. i, Jesus is called word, or revelation. 1 Cor., i 24, 30, 
Christ is represented as power and wisdom, &c. 2 Cor., v 21, true 
Christians are declared to be wisdom in Christ; and Israel i» said to 
be an astonishment in Dent., xiviii 37, and curse in Zech., viii. 13 ; 
Abraham to be blessing in Gen, xii 2 j and Jehovah is declared to 
be gtory in Zech , ii. 3. But every unprejudiced mind is convinced 
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that these aUe/iorical terms neither can alter the &ct, nor can they 
change the nature of the unity of God, and of the dependence of hie 
attributes. 

After this no further remark 8eem.s necessary on the passages quoted 
by the Editor, from Matthew and Luke, where, as in many other 
passages in which the word Wisdom is to be found, the sense neither 
requires, nor even admits, of our understanding Jesus to be meant 
under that appellation. 

The Editor quotes Isaiah vi. 1, 10, relating to the Prophet's vision 
of God ; he then comments, “As this glorious vision, wherein the 
Prophet received his commission, represented either the Father or the 
Son, we might have expectetl that it should be the Son, who had under¬ 
taken to redeem men.” The Editor afterwards quotes John xii. 41, 
“These things said Isaiah, when he saw hie glory and spoke of him,” 
and considers these words as decisive testimony of the opinion, that it 
was the Son who was seen by the Prophet in the vision 

Let us first impartially refer to the context of verse 41 of John. 
We find in the verse a personal pronoun used three times. The first, 
“he, in the phrase “when he saw,” though understood in the Greek 
verb ; the second, “his,” connected with the words “glory and 
the third, “of him,” after the verb “spoke;” thus—“when he saw hia 
glory and spoke of him." The first prononun, “he,” of course refers to 
Isaiah, mentioned just before it. The second and the third, “his” and 
“of him,” can have no reference to Isaiah, for the words “when Isaiah’s 
glory, an<i spoke of Isaiah,” could bear no sense whatever. These two 
last jironouii.s must, therefore, have reference to some pronoun or noun 
to be found in the immediately preceding part of the passage. Wa 
accordingly find, from the preceding verse, 40, tliat these pronouns 
refer to Jehovah, the God of hosts, mentioned twice in verse 38, whose 
glory Isaiah saw, and in whose behalf he spoke, without mention of the 
Son being once made between verses 38 and 41. The passage thus 
Stands, {ver 3S,) He (Isaiah) spoke, “Lord, who hath believed our 
report’ and to whom hath the arm of the Lord, been revealed?” 39, 
“Therefore they could not lielieve, because that Isaiah said again,” 40, 
“He hath blinded their eyes, and hardened their heart41, “These 
things, said Isaiah, when he saw hi$ glory, and spake of him." Issisb 
must have then seen the glory of him in whose behalf he spoke ; a fact 
which neither party can dispute; and as it is evident from the preceding 
verse, 40. and from I$ainh vi 10. that he apoke of God. who blinded 
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the eyes of the Jews and hardened their hearts, it necessarily follows, 
tljat he saw the glory of that very being spoken of by Isaiah. For 
further illustration of God's being often declared to have blinded their 
eyes and hardenerl their hearts, 1 quote Rom. xi. 7, 8: “What then? 
Israel hath not obtained tliat which he seeketh for; but the election hath 
obtained it, and the rest were hhnded. (According as it is written, 
God hath given them the spirit of slumber ;eyeg that they sliould not 
gee and earg that they should not hear,) unto this day.’’ Isaiah, Ixiii. 17: 
“O Lord, why hast thou made us to err from thy ways, and hardened 
our heart from thy fear ? Return for thy servants’ sake, the tribe of 
thy inheritance " h'roiu verse .‘IH to 41, as already observed, there is 
not a single noun or a pronoun that can have allusion to Jesus. 
But we find, in verse 42. the pronoun “ him,” implying the Son as 
absolutely required by the sense, in reference to verse 37, and in 
consistence with verse 44, in wdiich the name of Jesus is found men¬ 
tioned Ah all the Pharisees believed in God, as well as in Isaiah, 
one of their prophets, the text could convey no meaning, it the phrase 
“Nevertheless among the chief rulers also many believtd in him” 
were admitted to bear reference either to God or Isaiah. 

If it be insisted upon, m defiance of all the foregoing exjilanation, 
that the two last-mentioned pronoims, in verse 41, ‘ When he saw his 
glory and spake of him” are applied to Jesus, the passage in the 
evangelist would be, in that case, more correctly exjilained by refer¬ 
ring to John, viii. .'ifi, “Your father Abraham rejoiced to see my day.” 
which cannot be understood of ocular vision, but prophetic anticipa¬ 
tion ; whereas the glory seen in tlie vision of Isaiah was that of God 
himself in the delivery of the command given to the ])ropiiet on that 
occasion, as I observed in the Second Appeal (p. 244.) With a view 
to invalidate this interpretation, the Editor inquires, (p. bOJ,) " what 
has Abraham’s day to do with Isaiah's vision ?”. In answer to 
which 1 must allow, that Abraham’s day had nothing to do with 
Isaiah’s vision, except that as Abraham saw the day of Christ (pro¬ 
perly speaking,the reign of Christ,) by prophetic anticipation, and 
not through ocular vision, (John, viii 56,) so Isaiah, as another pro¬ 
phet 1)1 {.bill, must liave seen the glory of Christ (it he nad seen A at 
all) through the same prophetic anticipation, and must liave spoken 
of Christ’s commission yif he had spoken of him at all) through the 
same prophetic power: the reference, therefore, is one which goes 
to prove, that whenever the prophets, such as Abraham, Isaiah, or 
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•ny other prophets, are declared to have seen or spokec of iuture 
eventa, they moat have seen or spoken of them through the prophetic 
power Tested in them by God. I never attempted to prove, that tlie 
words “ day,” and‘‘glory ” are synonymous, nor did I declaie that 
Isaiah saw the day of Christ, that the Editor should have occasion to 
advance that “ it is not the day of Christ which the Evangelist des¬ 
cribes Isaiah as having seen, but his glory." However, ] cannot 
help being of opinion, that in such phrases, on particular occasions, 
as “ He saw the day of the king Messiah,” or “ He saw the glory of 
the king Messiah,” the words “ day ” and “ glory ” amount almost to 
the same thing. My limited imderstanding cannot, like the Editor’s, 
discover how “ Isaiah fixes the time when he thus saw Christ’s glory, 
even when it was said, ‘ he hath blinded their eyes,’ ” <4c., for I find 
the Jews were from time to time charged, by several of the prophets, 
with disobedience, and with having been blinded and hardened, 
Deut., xxviii. 28 : " The Lord shall smite thee with madness, and 
hlindnut, and astonishment of heart.” xiix. 4 : “ The Lord hath not 
given you an heart to perceive, and eye$ to tee, and ears to hear, unto 
this day.” 1 Kings, xviii. 37 : " Hear me, 0 Lord, hear me, that 
this people may know that thou art the Lord God, and that thou hast 
turned their heart hack again." Isaiah, Ixiii. 17, as noticed before. 

'The Editor refers to the prophet Isaiah, (pp. 533, 570,) saying, 
that Isaiah, in ch. vii. ” predicting the birth of Christ, identifies his 
divine and his human nature, ' Behold, a virgin shsU conceive, and 
bear a son, and shall call his name Immanuel.’ This passage the Roly 
Spirit applies to Christ in Matt., i. 22, 23,” He regrets my applying 
the above verse to Hezekiah, in an immediate sense, though totally 
unable to reject the proof of such application, deduced by me, in 
my Second Appeal, from its context, and from the sacred history. 
He rests his rejection entirely upon the phrase, “A virgin shidl 
conceive,” found in the English version, as being used in the 
future tense, on the ground that “ Hezekiah could not have been the 
child at the time about to be conceived by the virgin, for this plain 
reason, that God never fortells past things. The birth of Hezekiah 
was not then a thing to come; for, he was at least six years old 
when this prophecy was spoken —This our author wiU see by merely 
comparing the fact, that Ahaz reigned sixteen years, and Hezekiah 
began to reign when he was five and twenty years old. Hezekiah 
must then have been six, if not seven years old when this prophecy 
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was delivered ” The editor, then, chargee me with havmgexpended 
m vain, 1- pages on this, as well as on the passage in ch. ii. of 
I ,aiidi lleie we lirid again a new irisiauce, in which a diligent study 
I me liiblc, for thiity oi forty years, but accompanied with early 
teli-ions jijejndiees, has not been able to save the student fpom 
ii.ikiiig Hin li an erior as to take ihe term mn " pitgiiani, in the 
1 ,^ 111 .d lerse, in Hebrew, at iiitauing absoluiely, “shall conceive,” 
md lo declare, iiiiiliiiiking!}, iiial “ llezekiah could not have been 
ibe eliild at t.lii- time to lie conceived ' liou will the Ivlitoi render 
tbc j„iiiie term found in (on. xvi 11, ' Thou hast eonceived, 

■ ii :ut with ciidd ' Will he, u. liis ,v!optcd jiniiciple, interpret it, 
'f'lou shall 'omene ' lb* luu-.l, in that case, vweriook verses 4tli 
■I'.d bib of the same eliapter, uhnli testify llugar’s having already 
-nitued liefoti tlje aiige! if th< i,oid had seen anti spoken to her, 
I’l veise tile lllii ' I b‘ went in niilo 1 iaga i, and she i, outeived ; 

m.d whet she saw sli.' tnid fonctived, Ae '-I)' And Saiai said unto 
\bi.ihani, .\t\ womg be upon thee 1 hate giteii m_v imii'i unto thy 
bo-^- 111 .Old wl'fii sin saw that she iiad conceited, ’ .S v ■> I'ld not 
Mu' I'tirevii lelit i t upon der , xxxi ■■ containing the 'ane ttrius 
mn '! “pHgmui! and OI ' l>earing ” as art ioiiin! in 

vii N |•,'lssage tthirh might hate sugge-steii to it." hditoi 
Oil 1 lojnieft c f te l imikiiu' so [lositne an assertion, liiat ' ili.t-kiah 
i.iidit not li.nc htinllu ehihl al the tipo to he i one i ivt d. I'nl Lhe 
i 'iit,ii entnelv on Hook ihi s.iine term mn signyfiing [iregnant, 
in .'■-'am , M i, ui.l l,-.ai:iij XAti 17 , tu-n , xxxviii. I’l, tl.' , f.iiKl., 
\\i , - I'inii;'. t’ui IJ ,\mos, i 1 .‘t ' 'Pile fait is, that we t;nd in 

ihi ligimd llel'i'w rP2)b!jn himiiiting “ the virgin, “ which, H not 
mImi-'I to a j'ailieulai person heloit-menlioned, imphes, in the 
I'giii.itite hing'iagi oi the Si-npluie. ( ither a cut or tin pe' 0 |ile of a 
I .i » a I O'! Ill pagi s dl'l'. .mil J.I.s, , if niv Soi ond Appeal ; 
.oi'1 a;. ' tt> tji'! iiin St uonnnoiis with the j'.iilieiple " i otu eived,’ 
.'I'O.i' o[ '■ sliaii conceive" Pile vtise, tlieivfore thus runs; 

bi i.lM, tin viigni ,ihe cilj oi Jerusalem, or un uatioii) is pregnant 
.iii'i ' tieinnga son .ind shall call his name Immanuel '14 ) “ I'or 
In !' If the ehdd shall know to letuse the evil, and chooiie the 

! tin '.ill 1)1 {>io Jnjfii ol iVk.th, ll» kiui' ul lsra« i, \ha/ wa'^ Iwrii , and 
•' 't*\ 'i.iiv mil Wti'- Vli.i, wlivn Ke U^gaii U» iii .ii riiH.iit'ni, aud lif r»‘igiH*d ftijLitieu 

ti'- Kings jM 1 it us th.i! h* li\tfl thiMV-sii us niil) , and as 

r i.Ki'ili til if'ign aftf! tin* dnatJi of Ium fatlni Alia wlieu In 4 vaM t'vpiily and 

f,ii If II' I id. > J K iiig^ Will lit i.iiisl iiatt U*^i' IkiMi his lalln‘1 Aha- Wan ten. Of 

i’ luu-'t l•l•*^en yeaiv of age, wiukh uas r.itht i fonir.u} to ilie ooinnion ouirst of nature 
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good, the land that thoa(Ahaz) abhoirest shall be forsaken of b«>tL 
her kings,” (16,) i. e. Bezin, the king of Syria, and Pekah, the king of 
Israel who, at that time had besieged Jerusalem, as is evident from 
the preceding verses; and such personifying phrases as ” oppressed 
virgin," and “ brmg forth children,” are found also applied to the 
city, or the^people of the city, in the prophets, in other instances 
similar to that of Isaiah vii. 14, in question. Micah iv. 10: "Be tn 
potn, and labour to bring forth, () daughter of Zion, like a woman 
in travail.” Isaiah ixiii. 12 • " And he said. Thou shalt no more 
rejoice, O thou oppressed virgin, daughter of Zion.'” But unless 
orthodox authors changed “the virgin ” into “a virgin,” and "con¬ 
ceived ’ mto “shall conceive,” they could not apply the verse in a 
direct sense to Mary, the motlier of Christ, and to Christ himself; 
and consequently, to suit their convenience, they have entirely dis¬ 
regarded the original scripture, the context, and tlie historical facte. 

In noticing my explanation of the “ “ the virgin,” in 

the Second Appeal, the Reverend Editor states, that “ it is true, Jl, 
the emphatic of Hebrew, is generally rendered in the Septuagint bv 
the Greek article ■ that they are by no means equivalent in value, 
however, he may convince himself by referring to that excellent 
work on the Greek article for which the learned world is indebted 
to I>r Middleton, the Bishofi of Calcutta." I am really Sony to 
obsen'e that the Editor should have given such an evasive answer 
to so important a point; he however, was obliged to do so, knowing 
that n in Hebrew, liefore a noun, as J in Arabic, is invariably a 
definite article. In his attempt to remove the inconsistency between 
his maintaining the idea of the deity of Jesus and applying to him 
verses J ." and Hi in Isaiah vii, by which he is declared subject to total 
ignorance, the Reverend Editor attributes (p. 534) such ignorance 
to the human nature of Jesus, forgetting what he, in common with 
other orthodox Christiana, offers as an explanation of such jiassages 
as declare all power m heaven and earth to have been given to Jesus 
by the Father of the universe, which is, that all power was given him 
in his human capacity, w'hile in Ids divine capacity he enjoj-s indepen¬ 
dent omnipotence. Is not the power of distinguishing good from 
evil included in all power given to Jesus, according to the Editor, 

• In l».ii,ih 111 2, the cit}, or tht- iiwiplc of the < ily, is one o.illed " .i captive daugh- 
ter," in ch Lv ]. it is once styled "heircu" mnt* ; harlot" m Kzek, iti 
35, and in other instanoee * 
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in his human capacity ? How then, can the Editor be justified in 
maintaining the ides that, in hie human nature, he though possessed 
all power in heaven and earth, was moable, before the age of 
maturity, to distinguish the good from the evil, as found in verses 
15 and Id? I beg also the attention of the Editor to Luke ii. 46—50, 
shewing that Jesue was posseseed of knowledge^ of his divine com¬ 
mission even in hie early youth, and also to the Editor’s own 
declaration, (page 536,) “ The spirit of the Lord was to rest upon 
him as the spirit of wisdom and understanding.” Nothing but early 
prejudice (laii persuade a man to believe that one being at one time 
should be both subject h) total ignorance and possessed of omni¬ 
science—two diametricaDy opposite qualities. 

IjCt us now refer to the context of the verse in question. The 
first verse of the same chapter speaks of the king of Syria and the 
king of Israel having besieged Jerusalem ; verses 3 and 4, of the Lord’s 
having sent Isaiah the prophet to Ahaz the king of Jerusalem to offer 
him consolation and confidence against the attacks of these two kings; 

5 and 6 of the two kings having taken evil coxmsel against Ahaz and 
of then determination to set the son of Tabeal on his tliroue; 8 and 9 
foreteU the total fall of Ephraim (the ten Uibes of Israelites who 
separated from Judah which comprised the two remaining tribes) and 
of Samaria witliin three score and five years; 10 and 11 mention the 
Lord’s offering to Ahaz a sign, which he (verses 12 and 13) declined ; 
14, 15 and 16 contain the Lord’s promise to give spontaneously a 
sign of tlie destniction of Ahaz’s enemies in the person of the son 
home by tlie virgin of Jerusalem ; the delivery of Judah from tliese 
two kings before tlie child should become of age; 17 and following 
verses, foretell what was to happen in Judah, bringing the king of 
Assyria in opposition to the kings of Syria and of Israel, who were 
then inimical to the house of David The first four verses, of chap, 
viii speak fif the birth of a son to Isaiah, the prophet, and of the 
depradations by the Assyrians on the land of Damascus, the capital 
•of Syria, and on the land of Samaria, tlie head of Ephraim, before 
that son should have knowledge to cry, “ My father and my mother.” 
Hence it is evident that the child mentioned in chap. vii. verso 14, 
called Immanuel, was much older than the child mentioned, ch. viii. 

3 ; for the attacks upon Syria and Israel by the Assyrians took pilace 
only liefore the iorinex hecatne oi age to know right from wrong, 
hut, while the latter was still nnahle to pTonounce a single wotd. 
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Verse 6 , speaks of the arm}' of liczin, and of the son ol l.'cmaliah, 
the kings of Syria §nd Israel, liaving refused the soft waters of Sliiloah. 
a river in Judah, figuratively meaning peaee; 7 and S. of tlie 1/ord's 
declaring tliat he would bring into tlie land of Immanuel, uj)on these 
invaders, the strong waters of the river, that is, the armies of the 
king of Assyria ; 9 and 10, of the combination of the jieoplc against 
the king of Judah, wliich turned to tlieir own destruction, for tlie 
sake of Immanuel. It is w’orth noticing, that the last word in verse 
10, is translateil in the English version, “ (hal is with us.” instead 
of leaving it, as it is in the original Hebrew, “Immanuel,” tliough in 
two other instances, ch vii 1-4, iind ch viii <S, the word “linmaimel” 
is left unchanged as it stands in tlie original Verses 11 —17, 
pronounce the Isold's disjdcasuie at the disobedience of the tribes 
of Israel, advising them to fear the l/ird, and not fear the eonlcdciacy 
of the kings (d Syria and Israel Verse IS declares the Lord s having 
given the projihet and the ehildrcn for signs and foi wondtws in 
Israel ; and the rcni.lining veises of tliis chaptei sfieak of false 
}irojihets, of the miseralile situation of the Isr.ielites a fact whicli 
is liilly lelatcd in the book ol “ Kings, xvi .1 “ Tluni llezin, king 

of Syria, and I’ek.ah, son of lieinaliah, king of Isiatl, e.irne up to 

.lenis.dem fo war arid they beseiged .\haz, but could not overcome 

him ” Verse H “ t!i;it time He/in. kiric of Syrni recovered 

Llath to Syjia, and dron- thr .b ws fuun Elath ; and tin Syrians came 
to r.l.ith, .and dwelt tlnre unto this day ” Ver 7 “So /,liaz sent 

iiK'sseiigeis to Tiglath TMesci, king of Assyiia, saying. I am iby 

servant and thy son Lomu up and save me onl of the harid of llic 
king ol .'syna, and (Hit of the hand of the king of Israe), which rise 
nj' .igamsl me Ver S- ' Anri Ahaz look the silver and geld Ihsl 
was foi'iiif in the hoir,e of the Lord, and in the licusures of the ktng’s 
jjouso, and sent it for a present to the king of .Issyr^a ” Ver 9 
“And tin king of Assyin hearkened miio him fci the king of 
Assyria vent up against Chaniascus, and tf>ok It. and carried the 
people of it captive to Kir, and slew Rezin ” 

It IS now left to the public ic lehccl seriously on the above 

cucumstanee'; Hated :r the context and Ic pronounot whether thereby 
it iippeais th.it VLise 14 is originally applied tt HezeWiah, Wic sou and 

ShitoK. totuid IS Cvn. ntui t'l. ;\ rcAccma in 5 igiii'.it’.ii en and uliC 

m fpclluif; 'ipin the Mtird h " hrre'r .sifnliomd as Sr^viiiMn* riv( 15 in Cn-nr^i 

, in IsamS ’mi'i F 
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heir of Ahaz, king of Jerusalem, a child born before the defeat of his 
enemies, the Immanuel, whose land was Judah; or to Jesus of 
Kazaretli, horn at least yeais afterwards; and also to decide 
whether or not the land which Aha/ abhorred, had been forsaken by 
the king of Syria and of isracd, from the interference of the king of 
Assyria, before Ile/ekiah came to years of discretion; or whether 
that event took place only after the birth of Jesus. As to the appli¬ 
cation of verse 4 to Jesns Christ, by St. Matthew, my language in the 
Second Ai)i)eal was, that “ the evangelist Matthew referred in his 
(h)spel to ch. vii. 14 of Isaiah, merely for the purpose of accommoda¬ 
tion ; the son of Aha/ and tlic Saviour resemliliug each other, in each 
being the means, at different [leriods, though in different senses, of 
estalibshing the throne of the house of David. In the same manner, 
the ajxwtles referred to Ilo.se-a xi 1, in ch ii. 15 of his Gospel, and in 
many other instances ” Nevertheless, the Rev Editor charges me 
with having blasjihemed against the word of Go<i, by attempting to 
persuade liim and others, in my explanation of tlie above verse, “ that 
the evangelist Matthew ought not to be credited ” I, indeed, never 
expected such an accnsatiou from the Editor 'I'c acquit myself of 
the charge, 1 entreat my readers to refer to tlic translation of the four 
Gos].e1s by Dr (’ampl)(!l. a cclehrateil Trinitarian writer, in whose 
notes (page !•) that learned divme says, " Thus eh. ii. 1a declaration 
from the prophet llosea xi. 1, whicli God made in lelation to the 
people of fsr.nd, ulu.in he had long before called from Egj-pt, is 
applied by the iiistorian aJhisircJij to Jesus f’hrist, where all that is 
meant is. that with ci]u'd truth, or rather, with much greater energj' 
of sigiuficatiou. God miglit now say, I har,’ recoiled ny son out of 
Eijyji Indeed, the import of the Greek phrase, as commonly used bv 
the sacred wiiteis, is no more, as I.,e Clere has justly observed, than 
that such word, if any of the projihels may be appiicd with trutli to 
•sutli an event " 

Dill these orthodox writers also attenijit to persuade jieofde to 
disendit the evangelical writings by aiiplying Hosea xi ], originally 
t-i Israel, and allusively Ui ,lesns t’hrist ? The Editoi will not, I 
presume, get tht< sanction of the pnldie to accuse those learned 
divines of bliisphemy 1 did no more tlian adopt their mode ol 
e)(pu‘s.sion 111 exanminig Isaiah vii. 14, compared with Matt i. il*, 25, 
end Hesca xi I, with Matt ii 1:>; yet I am charged with blasphemy 
against the -uiiHo'itv uf the Gospel of Matthew, f must repeat the 
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▼ery words I used in the Second Appeal, in comparing the book of 
Hosea with the Qospel, Matthew (p. 220), that the pnbHc may jndge 
whether the language of the Editor, as to tny attempt to discradit 
the Gospel, is just and liberal. “ Thus Matt. ii. 15, ' Out of Egypt 
have I called my son,’ the evangelist refers to Hueea li. 1, wUch, 
though really applied to Israel, represented there as the son of God, 
is used by the apostle in reference to the Saviour, in consideration of 
a near resemblance between their circumstances in this instance:— 
both Israel and Jesus were carried into Egypt and r^alJed from 
tlience, and both were denominated in the Scriptures the ‘ Scat of 
God.’ The passage of Hosea thus runs from ch. xi. 1—3: ‘when 
Israel was a child, then I loved him, and called my son out of Egypt 
As they called them, so they went from them: they sacrificed unto 
Baalim, and burnt incense to*graven inisges. I taught Ef^aim 
also to go, taking them by their arms; but they knew not that I 
healed them —in which Israel, who is represented as a child of God, 
is declared to have secrificed to Baalim, and to have burnt incense to 
graven images—circumstances which cannot justly be ascribed to 
liie Kaviour.” 

The Reverend Editor, likewise, in opposition to my explanation, 
applies Isaiah ix B to Jesus; “ For unto us a child is bom ; unto us 
a son is given : and the government shall be upon his shoulder : and 
his name shall be culled Wonderful, Gounsellor, The mighty God, 
Tlie everlasting lather. The Prince of Peace and ail that he saya 
({). .'.'54 ) in support of his referring this verse to the Deity of Jesus, 
If. in these words; " To secure to Hezekiah that passage in ch. ix, 
o"r author gives us a translation or rather a paraphrase of it by 
.lonathan, m his Targum, to which we shall merely oppose that given 
1>\ Bishop Louth ” Gan the interpretation of the Old Testament given 
l',\ Joiiatiuui and other celebrated Jewisli writers, some of whom lived 
jirior to the birth of Jesus, be discredited from the authority of one, or 
one thousand, Christian Bishops, to whom, at any rate, Hebrew is a 
foreign language? Can a Trinitarian, in arguing with one not belonging 
to the orthodox sect and establishment, quote with propriety, for the 
refuUition of his adversary, the authority of a Trinitarian writer ? The 
public may be the best judges of these points. As these Jewish 
writings are not unprocurable, the public may refer to them ff'r their 
Own satisfaction. Is there any authority of the sacred writers of the 
New Testament, authorizing the Editor to apply Isaiah, ix. 6, even in 
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an actiomiuodated Henae, to Jesus ? 1 believe nothing of the kind :—it is 
mere enthuBiasin that has led a great many learned Trinitarians to 
apply this verse to Jesns. The Kditor avoided noticing the context, 
and the historical circumstances which 1 adduced in iny Appeal to 
prove the ajiplication of the verse in question tullezekiah. It maybe 
of use, howevei, to call his attention again to th*‘ subject. 1, therefore, 
lieg of him to observe those facts, and jiuiticularly the following ins¬ 
tances (!h. ix. 1 , jiromises that Israel shall not suffer so severely 
from tlie s<‘cond as from the former invasion of the king of Assyria, 
when lie invaded Lebanon and Naphtali and Galilee beyond Jordan. 
So we iind it mentioned in 2 King, xv. 20 . “In the days of Pekah, 
king of Israel, Tiglath-I’ileser, king of Assyria, took ijoii, and Abel- 
Heth-Maacliah, and Janoah, and Kedesh, and Hazor, ami Gilead, and 
Galilee, and all the laud of Naplitali, and carried Israel captive to 
•Assyria " Hut in the reign of Ilezekiali, so fur from reducing Israel 
to captivity, the king of Assyria was compelled to return to his 
country witli great loss, leaving Israel sate in their places (2 Kings, 
XIX .‘hi.) Verses 2 and 3 declare the joy which Israel were to feel 
at their delivery from the hands of their cruel invaders, and verse 4, 
at throwing off the yoke and rod of the opjiressor. We lind accord¬ 
ingly, in 2 Kings, xviii. 7, that Hezekiali rebelled against the king of 
Assyria, and served him not. ^’erse o foretells the destruction of the 
anny of the invaders So vre find, 2 Kings, xix. 34, 3;’), that the angel 
of the Lord slew a great part of the army of the .\ssyrian invaders. 
Verses t» and 7 speak of the illustrious son who was then to reign with 
justice and judgment. So we find in 2 Kings, xviii 3—7, that Ilezekiab 
during his reign did what was right in the sight of God, so that, after 
or before him, there was none like him among the kings of Judah; 
and that the Lord was with him wheresover he went. Verses 9 and 
Id speak of the displeasure of the Lord at the pride and siouuiess of 
heart of Ephraim and the inhabitants of Samaria, tlie enemies of 
Hezekiah and his father. So we find in 2 Kings, xviii 10, 11, that the 
people of Samaria were defeated and made prisoners by the Assyrians 
in the sixth year of Hezekiali Verse 11, of the Ixird’s setting up the 
adversaries of Rezin, the king of Syria, against him. So we find in 
Isaiah, vii. that Rezin, the king of Syria, who, with Ephraim, besieged 
Jemsalem at the time the city had borne tlie child mentioned in ch. 
vii 14, was defeated by his adversaries. Verses 12—20 describe the 
anger of God, as occasioned by the wickedness of Israel Verse 21, 
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of Ephraim and Manasseh having joined together to invade ’..i. 
Ch. X, 1—6, denounce punishment to the wicked people of .luo* \ by 
the handa of the Assyrians. So we find in 2 Kings, xviii. 13, that in 
the fourteenth year of king Hezekiah, the great king of Assyria came 
against Judah, and took all lier fenced cities. Verses 8—14, of the 
boasting ul the king of Assyria as to his power snd conquests of 
many kingdoms, and liis destruction of the gods of different nations, 
and of his contempt for the living God of the Jews in Jerusalem. 
So we find in 2 Kings, xviii.‘l.”>—3.o, and xix. 11—14, that the king 
of Assyria boasted of his gieal power, and of baving Bid)dued the 
gods of the nations ; and that he despised Jehovah, the true, living 
Gcxl, even blaspheming him in a message to Hezekiah. A’erses 12— 
2(1, promising to jmnish the king of Assyria, and to bring ruin upon 
him, for his high boasting'-, and for his contempt against the Txird. 
So we find in 2 Kings, xix 21 .34, that the Lord encouraged ihe 

virgin, the daughter of Zion, and the daughter of Jerusalem, to 
de8])ise tlie king of Assyria, whon' he had determined to punish for 
his disreh|iect; and promised safety to the inhabitants of Jerusalem 
on the jiraycr offered by llc/.ekiah So also we find in 2 Kings, 
xix. .‘> 0 , and 2 (’hron ,x\xii. 21, that the Lord sent his angel into the 
camp of the king of Assyria and slew his‘mighty men, leaders and 
captains. 3'erse 27 promises the king of .fudah’s liberation from 
the yoke of the king of A'ssyria So we find, 2 Kings, xviii. 7, that 
Hezekiah relielled against the king of Assyria, and served him not 
afterwards It was iint Ihvekiah alone that, in the beginning of his 
reign, acknowledged dependence uj)on the king of Assyida, but his 
father Ahaz also conlcssed the superiority of the king of Assyria, and 
sued to him hir protectn/ii against the kings of Syria and of Israel 
when Hezekiali was only a child. (2 Kings, ivi. 7 and 8.) 

The public may now .lalge whether or not the above circums¬ 
tances, and the contents of chapteis vii and viii noticed in the pre¬ 
ceding paragraphs, deternune the ajiplication of verses (i and 7 of f'h. 
ix. of Ts.iiah to Hezekiah, who “ did that which was right in the sight 
of the Lord “ rcmoveil high jdaces broke the images and cut 
dowTi the groves;” “trusted in the Lord God of Israel;” “clave to 
the Lord, and depro-t'"’ not frorr* t'dl'vir • lum ;” “ witli whom the 
l.nrd ••■IV-’’ whfi ‘ yretTw .,.,! uhII!;fr-'Kohe w(nt ■ ’ aid {iriur 
and subsequent to whose reign, “ was none like him among all the 
kings of Judah.” (2 Kings, xviii. 3—7.) And they may also decide 



774 


FINAL APPEAL 


whe iier the delivery of Israel from the attack of the Aasyriana, anC 
the punishment inflicted upon the king of Assyria in the prescribed 
manner, took place in the reign of Uezekiah, or that of Jesus Christ. 
If Jiiy readers compare minutely Chapters vii.—x, and xxxix. of Isaiah 
with 2 Kings, xv, xvi, xviii, xix, and xx, they will, I trust, have a 
still clearer view of the subject. 

In comnion with the son mentioned in Isaiah, ix. 6, who was called 
Hezekiah, “ God my strength” “ Immanuel,” “ God with us,” “ Won- 
derftd. Counsellor, mighty God, the Father of the everlasting age, 
tlic Prince of Peace ’’ human beings, and even inanimate objects, 
were designated by the same terms, or similar epitliets, as notice<i in 
pp. 24(1, 242, 24.‘h 27.'5 and 276 of my Second Appeal without being 
held up as the most high Jehovah. 

Moreover, the difference between “ to be " and “ to be callefl ” is 
worth observ'ing, as I noticed in the note at ]>. 275, Second Appeal, 
to which I beg to refer my readers. As to the phrases “no end," “ for 
ever,” or “everlasting,” found in Isaiah, ix. 6, 7, these, when applied 
to creatutes, are always to be taken in a limited sense, tin former 
signifying plcnteousncss, the lattcj", long duiation, as 1 observed in 
note, p. 2M of tlie Second Ajipeal. I’/deCen , xlix. 26; Heb , iii. 6, 

St. Matthew, in an accommodated sense, aj'plies Isaiah, ix. ], 2, to 
Jesus, whose sjiiritual reign delivered also flic inhabitants of Zcbulun, 
and tlie land of Naphtalini and Galilee, fiom the daikness of sin, in 
the same way as in Ilczekiah’s reign theii inhabitants were saved 
from the darkness of foreign invasion. 

As tlie Editor and many oithodox (.'hristians lay much stress on 
the ajiplicntion of the term Immanuel to .lesus, 1 offer the following 
observations. The sum total of their argument is derived from the 
following verse. Matt., i. 2.“ : “ And they shall call his name Imma¬ 
nuel, which, being interjireted, is God with us ” 7’his name is 
composed of three Hebrew words, “ Emma’’ with ; “ noo.” 7J 
us; “ el,” God; that is, with u^tiod, l.enec tlie adiocates for 
the Trinity conclude tlial Jesu' is heu ..ilh d u. d, and dial lie must 
therefore be God. But let us ascertain whether other beings are 
not, in common with Jesus, called by designations compounded with el, 
or God, in tlie sacred writings, or whether the term el is exclusively 
applied to Jehovah and Jesus, and then direct our attention to the 
above-stated conclusion. Gen., xxxii, 24 : “And Jacob was left alone, 
and there wrestled a njan with him until the breaking of the day.’’ 
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Verse 30: “And he (Jacob) called the name of the j.lace bwOB, 
Peniel: for 1 have seen God face to fece, and my life is preserved.” 
Here the place is called the face of el (God,) and the angel who 
wrestled with and blessed Jacob, and whom he saw there, is styled el 
(God.) Verse 28: “ And he (the angel) said. Thy name shall be called 
no more Jacob; bnt Israel; for as a prince hast thou power with God 
and with men, and hast prevailed.” As Jacob in wrestling with the 
angel, shewed him his power and prevailed, he was called Israel, the 
prince of God, or, properly speaking, the prince of the angel ; for it 
would be the grossest blasphemy to say that Jacob wrestled with the 
Almighty God, and prevailed over him. So we find in Gen. xlvi., 17, 
“ Malchiel,” that is, “my king God;” Dan., viii. 16, “Gabriel,” 
“ mighty God 1 Chron., xv. 18, “'Jaaziel,” “ strong God verse 20, 
“ llehiel,” “ living God 1 Sam., viii. 2, “ The name of his first-bom 
was Joel,” that is, “Jehovah God.” 

Moreover, the very term Immanuel is applied immediately in 
Isaiah, vii. 14, to the deliverer of Judah from the invasion of the king 
of Syria, and that of Israel, during the reign of Ahax ; but none 
esteemed him to be God, from the application of this term to him. 
Besides, by referring to Parkhurst’s Hebrew J-iexicon. on the explana¬ 
tion of the word el, (or God,) we find “ that Christian Emperors of the 
fourth and fifth centuries would suffer themselves to be addressed by 
the style of “ your divinity,” “your Oodehip.” And also by referring 
to the Old Testament we find the t i’ms'-' el> D'>n7t^ elohim, or 
God, often applied to superiors. No one, therefore, can be justified 
in charging the apostle Matthew with inconsistency, on account of his 
having used, even in an accommodated sense, the phrase “ Immanuel,” 
for Jesus, appointetl by God a' the ord of the Jews and Gentiles. 

The Editor denies the trutli of my assertion in the Second Appeal, 
(p. 241,) tlmt David is also called the holy one of Israel, in Psalm 
Ixxxix. and insists that Jehovah and the future Messiah only are 
styled the holy one. I therefore beg to refer my readers to the whole 
context of the Psalm in question, a few passages of whidli I here 
subjoin. tVer. 111.) " Then thou spakest in vision to thy holy oue, and 
saidst (vet. 20) I liave found David, my scrcaiU ; with my holy oil 

I'^ekiel, XXXI 11 . bw “ The nii;;ht}' one of tlie Heathen " Ex<xl, xv 15 ; 

The mighty men nf llonb." 1 ,Smn., xx\ in 13 
“ I saw God,” that is Samuel. Eiod., xxii. 8 Si “ To th< Gods 

*hat is the-J udges. 
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have I anointed him." (Ver. 2(1) “ He shall cry unto nie, thou art 
my Fatlier, il/r (tO/J, and the rock of .VT SAIA ATION. (Ver. 27) 
Also I u'di make him my first-born.” (Ver. Hit) “Once I have sworn 
l)y my holiness, that 1 will not lie imto 7>.l l'7Z>.” (Ver. 38) “ But 
thou liiist cast off ami afdtunrd, tliou hast been irralh with thine 
anointed” (\er. “ I’hou hast made void the covenant of thy 

Mt'rvant ” i Ver. 44) “ Thou hast juade his )?lorv to cease.” (Ver. 45) 
“ 'Thou hasi covered him witli shame." The public now may judge 
nlietlier the above sentences are applicalde to king David, or to Jesus, 
whose (jlory never ceased, —with whom God has never been wrath, 
and who cannot be Bupj)Osed to have been covered with shame. 
Besnles, it is evident from this passage, that the term “holy one” 
IS applied to one constantly styk'd a servant. 

The Editor laijuires, fj) .'»70,) what instances 1 bring that these 
names, |icculiar to God, such as Wonderful, Counsellor, the mighty 
God, the everlasting Father, the I’rince of Peace, were applied to 
certain kings in Israel; 1 therefore beg to refer him to tlie passages 
mentioned in ])j). l.'di and 157 of the Second Appeal, in which he 
will liiid the same ejiithets given to human beings, aud even to 
inanimate obiects. 

W ith a view In deduce the Deity of Jesus Christ from the compari¬ 
son of Isaiah, x.xviii. 18, with Isaiah, viii. 13, and with 1 Peter, ii. 
8, tlie Kev Editor thus comments (]> 57(>): “The declaration is, 
that .lehitvah of hosts shall be for f lumlding stone, and for a lock of 
offence to tlie two houses of Israel • but after the deliverj’ of his 
projihc. was he this to them I'lioc to the coming of Christ? As the 
house ol Israel was c.arried awai captive a few v<‘ars after the delivery 
of this prophecy, if not a yeamci two before, it i.s doubtful whether 
tliiu e\ei saw this prophecx wliile in their own land ; but (.Jirist has 
been a stone of stumbling and rock of offence h) all of every tribe for 
netirly eighteen centuries, while he has been a sanctuary to all who 
trusted in luui 1 need not jiroloiig the discussion by pointing out, 
iliat k.ti.ih delivered this pro[)hecy in the reign of Ahaz; that the 
cajitivity <>1 one of the houses of Israel took place in the reign of 
llezekitih, his son, and that of tlie other house, in the reign of 
Eedekiah, dit !lth king of Ji,lah, from the time of Ahaz. As the 
Lilitoi ackie.wi'dgi s i;n‘fa, I .f me Imust of Israel being “ earned 
auav I'.ipi.ie a lew veais altei the delivery of this prophecy,” he will 
undoubtedly la-| cu.iiiided to (.oufess also, the circumstance of their 
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distrens and misery just before, as well as during the time of captjvh}, 
by an attentive reference to the sacred histories, 2 Kings and 2 Ohron. 
The necessary consequence, then, will be, tliat he will clearly perceive 
that the above-stated prophecy of Isaiah had been duly fulfilled long 
before Ohrist’s birth, the I>ord of hosts uaving become for a stumb¬ 
ling-stone and foi fl rock of offence to tlie two houses of Israel, soon 
after tlie prophet's declaration ; and that 1 Peter, ii. 7, and 8, (“ The 
stone which the builders disallowed, the same i» made the head of the 
cornel. And a stone of stumbling, and rock of offence, even to them 
who stumble at the word, being disobedient,”) is but a general state¬ 
ment of the ill consequences attached to disobedience, whether on the 
{>art of Israel,', or of the Gentiles, U) the word delivered to them by 
Jesus in his divine commission. Jesus is here represented as a stone, 
rejected by men but chosen by God ; and, consequently, he must be a 
stumbling-stone i.o those who reject him, htumbling at his w'ord. 
C'oramon sense, if not biassed by early prejudice, is sufficient to decide, 
that a stone, which is chosen and made the head of ihe corner by a 
maker, must not l»e esteemed as the maker himself. 

The Editor comments, however, on tlie phrase, “ made the head 
of the comer,” in verse 7, saying “ As to his being made the head of 
tlie comer by his heavenly Father, this can no more affect nis 
unchangeable I )eity, than his being made flesh.” This is as muco 
as to say, tliat the circumstance of his being made ihe head of die 
comer is as mvek a proof of his changeable nature as the fact of his 
Iteing made flesh ; for were we to admit, that the circumstance of an 
object being made flesh, or matter, which he was not before, does 
not evince tlie cliangeableness of the nature of that object, we must 
then be at a loss to discover e% en a single changeable object in the 
world. If one’s being made flesh, and his growth and reduction, ii» 
the progress of time, should not be considered as an evidence of a 
change in him, every man might claim the honour of an immutable 
nature, and set up as God made flesh. 

The Editor says, (p. fi71,) that I •* attempted to evade Isaiah, xi. 
.1, (‘The voice of him thatcrieth in die wilderness. Prepare ye the way 
of the Lord, make straight in the desert a high-way for our God,’) by 
'upling it uitb Malachi iii. 1, (‘ Behold, I will send my messenger, 
■m i he -hall prep tie die way before me ; and the Lord, wlioiu yc sen., 
shall suddenly come into his temple, even the messenger of the covenant 
whom ye delight in ; behold, he shall come, saith the liord of hosts ’) 
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yiwl cottfinlng hia uimadTcnioiui to th.e latter.” I tmat, the Editor, 
hy referriag to Hark, i. 2, 3, will find, that in coupling the above 
venea, 1 did no more than follow the example of that Evangelist, 
who also coupled them in his Gospel. As the explanation, adopted 
by me, of the prophecy of Malachi, fully explains the passage of Isaiah, 

I confined my animadversion to the former; for, “ we find in the book 
of that prophet, distinct and separate mention of Jehovah, and of 
the Messiah, as the messenger of the covenant: John, therefore, ought 
to be considered as the forerunner of both, and a$ tiie jireparer of the 
way of both ; in the same manner as a commander, sent in advance to 
occupy a strong poet in the country of the enemy, may be said to be 
preparing ’/fie way for the battles of his king, or of the general, whom 
the king places at the head of hie army.” (Second Appeal, pp. 243, 
244.) On which explanation the Editor observes, that “ The fact is, 
that Malachi does not mention two; it is Jehovah who was suddenly to 
come into his temple; and afterwards, Jehovah and the Messenger of 
the covenant are identified by the prophet’s” adding, “he shall come,” 
not “they.” But we find, in the original Hebrew, Malachi, iii. 1, “and 
the messenger of the covenant,” with the conjunction “and,” after 
the mention of the Lord. It is, therefore, evident, that the messenger 
of the covenant is diatinetJij and separately mentioned How the Editor 
supposes that “Malachi does not mention two,” I am unable to guess. 
We find also, immediately after the mention of “the messenger of the 
coveneiit, whom ye delight in,” the prophet adds, “Behold, he shall 
come, saitli the Lord of hosts,” as the saying of Jehovah.—How can 
the mention of the messenger of the covenant, in the third person, by 
the Deity, prove the unity of that messenger with the Deity V Were, 
we to admit, that every being spoken of in the third person by Got!, is 
identified with God, the number of identified Gods must, in that case, 
amount at least to thousands in the sacred writings. It is wortli 
observing, tliat in the origins! Hebrew, “the messenger of the covenant” 
stands as nominative to the verb M3 or “shall come,” with the pro¬ 
noun “he." I’lie verst thus stands in the original • “ Behold, I will 
send my mobsenger, and he shall piepare the way before me ; and 
tlie Ijord, whom ye seek, shall suddenly come to his temple ; and 
the messenger of the covenant, whom ye delight in; behold, he shall 
come, (or, IS GGMTOG,) saith the Lord of hosts.” The Editor adds, 
“That .lesus is Jehovah, mentioned in Isaiah, xl. 3, whose way John 
was sent ptepate. ia conhrmedby the testimony ol 'Lechatvah 
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and J<^ hie eon." Ae to the nature of Jeeua, Zechariah gives us 
to understand (Luke, i. 69,) that Qod “ hath raised up av. l^rtt of 
ealvation for us in the house of his servant David.” In the evangel)* 
cal writings of Matthew, Mark, and Luke, we find Jesus represented 
by John, as mightier than himself. In John we find still more 
explicit testimony (i. 29). “ Behold the Lamb of God, who taketh 
away the sin of the world.” (30 ) “ This is he of whom 1 said. After 
me cometh o man who is preferred before me.” My readers may 
now judge whether Zechariah and John confirmed the identity of 
Jesus with Jehovah, or represented him as a creature raised, and 
exalted by his and our Father, the Most High. 

Some orthodox divines having attempted to prove the Deity of 
Jesus, by comparing Isaiah, xl. 10, (“ Behold, the Lord God will come 
with a strong hand, and his arm shall nile for him: l>ehold, his reward 
is with him, and his work before him.”) with Rev., xxii. 12, (“Behold, 

I come quickly, and my reward is with me, to give to every man 
according as his work shall Iw,’’) I brought to their notice, (in my 
Second Api:)eal p. 254,) John, v. .30, 22, “ The Father judgeth no 
man, but hath committed all Judgment unto the 'Son and Matt., xvi. 
27, For the Son of Man shall come in the glory of his Father, with 
his angels; and then he shall leward every man according to his 
works." To weaken the force f>f my argument, the Editor says, (p. 
573 ,) “These passages, however, do not in the least affect the question, 
which is not, by what authority Christ rewards, but w'hether he be the 
person described as rewarding : and this, these very passages confirm, 
particularly Rev., xxii. 12.” If in the administering of judgment and 
of reward, as well as in the performance of miracles, the authority by 
which these things are done should be considered as a matter of no 
consequence, the almighty power of Jesus, and that of several others, 
might be established on an equal footing. Is it not, therefore, a 
subject worthy of question, whether Joshua ordered tlie sun and the 
moon to stop their motions, by the authoriiy of Qod, or by his own 
power? Is it not a question wortli determiiiing, whether F.lijah raiseci 
the dead by the authority of tlie Most High, or independently of the 
Almighty power? But if we consider it incumbent on us to believe 
and to know tliat those prophets performed works peculiarly ascribed 
to God, by the authority of his Divine Majesty, why should we not 
deem it also necessary to ascertain whether the autlmrity to judge men 
and to reward them accordingly, as well as the power of performing 
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miraclps, were vested in Jesus, f)y the omnipotent God, or exercised 
by him independently of the Father of the universe? In point of fact, 
we find the following jiositive avowal of Jesus himself—“The Father 
jiidgetl; no man, but hath committed all judgment unto the Son.” — 
“As I hear i judge ; and iny judgment is just; because I seek 
not mine own will, but the will of the Father wIk) hath seat me.’’ 
lleto tlif Kditor offers the following exeplanation, saying, that “All 
pouci, as to proviilenee and final judgment, in committed to him, 
not meieiv as llie Son, but as the iSon of Man, the Mediator, because 
he made himsell the Son of Man ’’ This amounts to the doctrine of 
the 'W'l-inl.l nature i.f Jesus, the absurdity of which I have often 
uolK fd I may, however, be permitted to ask the Kditor, whetlier 
theie K am ,uilhont\ ioi the iisseition that Jesus, as the Son of Man, 
was di'jn iidciii on (iod for the exercise of his power : but as the Son 
of ( omI wa*. ijuite an independeiit Deity ? So far from meeting with 
such aulhoiity. we laid that Jesus, in every ejnthet tliat he waa 
desigiiaieil In, is desenbed to be subject to and dejieudent on God. 
Acts, wip 'd “ Hccause he hath ajijiointed a day in which Ht. will 
juilge tin woild 111 righleonsuesH, by tliat .VAX irhom he hath 
ordained : whereof he hath given assurance unto all iiieii, in that 
nr, hath raiged him Ironi the dead” John viii. I’S. “Then said 
.lesiis unto them. When ye have lifted up the SDN of MAN’, then 
shall \e know that I am he, and that 1 do nothiny of myself ; but as 
my Fatliei hatli lanijhl me, 1 sjieak these things ” -wii. 1, “: “Father 
the hoiii is come - gloiiiy thy Sou, that THY SO.N also may glorify 
thc! .\s ihoii hast yiven HIM power over all lle^h, that he should 
gi\e eteiiial life to as umny un than hast given him" Ileb i, S,'J; 
“ rh_\ throne, O (iOH, is for ever and evei ; asceptreof lighteousness 
is the 'ceplie of liiy kingdom Thou hast loved righteousness and 
haleil inninity ; iheiefoie (Iod, even THY (lOl), hath anointed thee 
with the, oil of gladness abm e Hi 1//c/loirs ” 'The Kditor says, “ His 
gl(ny he ilhe Sou) may, lor a season, lay aside, but his divine nature 
he ciiii never change " 1 wdsli to be informed what kind of divine 

nature it was that could be divested of its glory and power,! even 
for a season. To my understanding, sueh divinity must be analogous 
to li.atKi without space or gravity, or sunbeam without light, which 
my li ,iue' capacil' I iii'i I . onb ss, caiin it eonijirelieinl. 


.Tiiliti, svii '< anil il’ 


f Jolm. xrii 2; Acto x 38, 
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The Editor finally argues, tliat “as the Father’s committing t» tin- 
Son the entire work and glory ol being tlie final judge of alh judging 
no nutn himself, aoes not change his glorious nature, so the Son's 
laying aside hie glory and becoming a man, in no w ly changes his 
original nature and godhead.” It is true that GchI’s committing to 
the Son the authority of judgment, bestowing on the sun tlie jower of 
casting light upon the planets roimd him, and enabling sutieriors to 
provide food and protection for dieir dependents, do not imply any 
change in his glorious nature ; for it is ordained by the laws of nature, 
that nothing can be effected, in this visible worhl, without the interven¬ 
tion of some physical means : but tliat the Son's or any otlier being’s, 
laying aside his glorj" and becoming a man must produce at least a 
temporary change in his nature, is a profKisition as obvious as any that 
can be submitted to the understanding. 

I have of course, omitted to (piote John, v, 2.‘1, during this discussion 
in my Second Appeal, because it has no relation to the subject, and 
because 1 noticed it fully in another part of tliat publication, ]>. l.'i,'). 

1 will also refrain from noticing, in this {dace, Ileb., i. li’, alluded 
to by the Kditor, as I have already considered that passage as fully as 
possible in tlie preceding Chapter, p. 92. 

The Editor next conics to Isaiali xliv. fi ■ "Thus saith the Lord, 
the King of Israel, and his redeemer Jehovah of hosts, I iini the first 
and 1 am the last, and beside me there is no Ood eomparing it 
with Kev , i. S, and xxii l.'i This argument has been already 
replied to in my Second Ajipeal, it shall be again adverted to 
shortly. lie then endeavours to jirove that JCsiis cannot be mes.ni 
as prohibiting John from worshipping him in wise 9, saying, that 
“In this book five persons address at different times, two of the 
elders around the throne two angels, and he who is the grand sjieaker 
throughout the book—whom he, after the first ebaptei, often intro¬ 
duces without the least notice, while he previously describes every 
other speaker, with the utmost care.” The Editor, however, has 
quoted oniy instances in which John describes the two elders and the 
two angels in a distinct manner; hut T cannot find that he adduces 
even a single instance where the “ grand speaker ” is “ introduced 
without the least notice.” Agaiu, he says, “ llov. etiuld Jesus forbid 
John to worship him, after he received worshij'by the i omuiaml of 
God from all Ae angels ” 1 may be, on,the same principle, justilied 
in asking the Editor, Tlow the angel could forbid Jqlin to worship him 
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while he knew that other angels of Ood, and even human beings, had 
receired woraiup from fellow-creatures? Joshua t. 14; “And Joshua 
fell on his face to the earth, and did worship, and said unto him,” 
(the captain of the host of the Lord,) “What saith my Ix)rd unto hia 
servant?” Numb., iiii. 31: “And he (Balaam) saw the angel of the 
Ijord standing in the way, and his sword drawn in his hand, and he 
bowed down his head, and fell flat on his face.” Daniel, ii- 46: “Then 
the king Nelnichadnezzar fell upon his fece and worshipped Daniel.” 
As the Editor’s argument, therefore, must apply with equal force to 
angels as well as to Jesus, it is quite plain that no conclusion can be 
drawn from it relative to tlie identity of the being who, in Kev. xxii., 9, 
forbids John to worship him. The fact is, that the word “ worship,” 
in scriptural language, is used sometimes as implying an external 
mark of religious re\erence paid to God ; and since, in this sense wor- 
sliip was offered by John to the angel, or to Jesus, he refused it, as is 
evident from the last sentence of verse 9, “ worship God and some¬ 
times the same wonl “ worshift” is used as signifying merely a token 
of civil respect due to superiors; and accordingly, in this latter sense, 
not only Jesus, but angels and prophets, and even temporal princea 
or masters, used to accept of it, as we find in Matt., xviii i?C, “The 
servant, therefore, fell down and worshipped him,” and so in various 
other instances. It denotes, in this acceptation, merely a mark 
of reverence, which neithci identifies those to whom it is offered 
with the Deity, nor raises them to a level with their Creator, the Most 
Higli. My readers will obterve, that the author of the book of Itevela- 
tion declares himself, in Ch. i. 17, to have fallen at the feet of Jesus ; 
and he speaks also, in Ch. v 8, of tiie four (leasts and four-and-twenty 
eldem having fallen down before the T.amb ; avoiding, liowevcr, in 
<hese jilaces, as well as throughout the whole book of IJcvelation, the 
use of the word worshi}i to express the reverence shewn t(' the Lamb ; 
while to tlie words “ fell down,” when referring to God, he adds in¬ 
variably, “and worship{>ed him," Vide Ch. vii. 11; xi. 16; xix 4, and 
V. 14. 3rdly. lie says, “How could Jesus, who declares himself to 
be Alpha and Dmega, the beginning and the end, reject woreliipfrom 
Jphn ? ” 1 do not wonder at the Editor’s entirely neglecting to notice 
my remarks on tlie terms “ Alpha and Omega,” or, “ tlie beginning 
and the end,” in the Second .\ppeal, p. 202,—to wit, “Alpha and 
Omega, beginning and end, are, in a finite sense, justly applicable to 
Tesus,”—when I find him regardless of the explanation given by John 
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liimBdlf respecting these terms, and by St. Paul, one of his'fellow- 
labonrers. Rev., iii. 14; “ These things saith the Amen, the huUiful 
and true witness, the beginning of the creation of God : I know thy 
works,” Ac., Cor. i. 15 : “The first-bom of every creature." 1 Cor., 
XT. 24: “ Then cometh the end, when lie shall have delivered up the 
kingdom to God, even the Father.'' Verse 28 • “ And when all thinge 
sliall be subdued unto him, then shall the Son alto himself be subject 
unto him, that (xod may be all in all.” 

As to Rev , i. 8 introduced again by the Editor, the expiessions it. 
c^ontalns are given as those of God himself and not of Christ, since it 
describes the speaker to be Him “ who is, and who was, and who is 
to come, the Almighty ”—an epithet peculiarly applied to God five 
times in the book of Revelation, and very often throughout tlie rest 
of the sacred writings, and which is but a repetition of what is found 
in the preceding verse 4th of that Chapter. Being equivalent to- 
“Jehovah,” it has never been npj)lied to Jesus in any part of the 
Revelation, either separately or joined with the terms “ Alpha and 
Omega.” But, as I have alreatly fully noticed tliis verse in }>age 112, 

I will not return to the subject here. 4tlily. The Editor urges, 
“ How could Jesus, who searches the heart, reject uie acceptance of 
worship ?” In answer to which I beg to remind him, that the pro¬ 
phets and the apostles also, as far as they [lossessed the gift of pro¬ 
phecy, were able to discover what passed in the hearts of other men; 
or in other words, were “ searchers of hearts.” Thus, in the Acts of 
the Apostles, Ch. v, verses 3, 4, 8, 9, St Peter is represented as a 
searclier of the hearts; but he is again stated, in Ch. x. 2.5, 26, to 
have prolubited iCornelius from offering him worship. And m 2" 
Kings, vi. .‘12, Elisha is declared to have known what passed in 
tlie heart of the king, without our therefore acknowledging him as an 
object of religious worsliip 

'I’he Editor, lastly, lays stress on the phrase found in Rev., vii. 17, 

“ 'I’he Lamb who is in the midst of the throne,” overlooking the appli¬ 
cation of the same word, “midst,” to the elders and the four lieasts, in 
Ch. iv. 6. Besides, such a phrase as “ to sit witli the Father on his 
throne,” implies nothing in the book of Revelation except an acquisi¬ 
tion of holy perfection and honour, which Jesus, in common with every 
righteous Christian acquired through his merits. Ch. iii. 21: “ J'o 
him that overcometh will 1 grant to sit with me in my throne, even 
as I also overcame, and am set down with my Father in his throne.” 
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Tn answer to his assertain, that it is “ the Lamb whom the Mesaed 
< onstant]y adore, crying, Ho]y, holy, holy. Lord God Almighty," I 
lieg to refer my renders to Gh iv. 8, which contains this phrase ; nay, 
lather to the whole of that Chapter, where tliey will find that no men¬ 
tion of “ the Lamb,’’ or Jesus, is once made. 

The Editor obsen-es, (p. '>77,) that "in verses/», 6, of Ch. xii. 
anot^’cr speaker besides the angel is introduced in an abrupt manner.” 
1 thcreioif rcficat verse 11, of Ch. xs. and verses 5 —7 of Ch. xxi and 
b'ave niy readers to judge whether or not the speaker is here intro¬ 
duced in the same abruj it'’'manner as he alleged to be in (’h. xxii. 
'll’, aeconling to the interpretation of the Editor. Ch. xx 11: "And 
1 saw a great white throne, and him that sat on it, from whose face 
the earth and the 1 .^aven fled away, and there was found no place 
for them ” (’h xxi : " And fir that sat upon the throne mid, 

Iteliold, I make all things new. .\nd he said unto me, Write, for 
these -words are true and faithful.” Ver. fi: “ And he said unto me, 
Tils done lam Alpha and Omega,” Ac. Ver. 7 • “He that over- 
comcth shall inherit all things, and T will be his God, and he shall be 
nil) son " 

1 re:dly cannot per<-eive what the Editor could have meant by the 
following remark “ He there fin verse o) uses the same language 
found in Ch. xxii 6, ‘ Write, for these words are true and faithful ’!” 

I liojie he could not have intended to identify the speaker in Ch. xxii. 
fi, who representf! himself as a fellow-servant of John, with the 
hjieaker in (Ti. xxi. o, who thus, speaking of himself, says, (verse 7,) 

1 will be his God, and he shall be my son ” Besides, the language 
found in ("'h xxi. .o, is not “ the very same ” used in < 'h xxii (i, since 
in the former the whole speech stands tlius- H'riVc, for these say¬ 
ings are tnie and faitliful but in the latter we find only, " 'riiese 
sal mgs are faithful and true ; but not the verb ‘‘ irWtc,” nor the 
i-asual prejiosition " for " 

J he Editor com^s next to what he calls internal eiidence, 
saying, “Internal evidence, Imweter, demonstrates that this angel 
neither said. Behold, I come <|uiekH,’ (verse 7.)nor * I am Alpha and 
('mega, (verse IJ ) TjcI tjs now e.xamiue the context and the style 


bi llic tiook of Kru'latem. .lohii iiitrortuoc>!. iilKHit (■iglit\ tiiiiOH diffpiont sjwaktr*. 
li'il not onci'withoiil u (listiooi iiofioi- (if tlie spoakor m tlio coniext tn Cli \vi. It, l.S, 
111.’ il.iy ol 111!’ Lord in mclaphm wally imrodiioed ai a Njicakei \'u!( I ’J’hr.N v. t! 'and 
r I'l tor. III Hi 
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of the writings tlie book of Revelation Ist. There is not a sinc'le 
instance iti the whole book of Revelation, in which a Rpe**-!, ivi tai- 
eJ without the previous introduction 'd the speaker , and in this 
ii-^tance we find ;.n angel is previously introdin-ed in verse (!, as the 
tpeaker of verse 7 The passage in question (verses (!- j.'l) runs thus : 
“,:\nd he said unU- me, These sayings are faithful and true and the 
Lord (7(.d (f the holy prophets sent his angel to shew his servants 
tlie things which must shortly be done (7) Behold, I come (piicklv ; 
blessed is he who keeps the prophecy of tins Iniok. (8) 1, John, saw 
these things, and heard them \n<i when I had heard and setn, I 
fell down to worship before the fee-,, (,f the angel who shewed me 
these things (9) Then saith he unto me. See thou do it not; for I 
am thy fe'low-senant. and of thy hrt t! ren the prophets, and of them 
whieii keep the sayings of this book worship God (1(1; And he,saith 
lui'o me. Seal not the sa ings of die propheey of this book, for the time 
IS at hand (11) lie that isuniu-t, let him h^ unjust still; and he 
which is filthy, let him he filthy still - he that is righteous, let him 
be righteous still, and h" that o. holy, let him be li -ly still. (12) 
And behold, I come ijuieklv, ri“ i rnv reward is with me, to gi\e 
■e\try man ae- ording as his v'>rk shall be am Alpha and 

ami Omega, the h-'ginning and the end, tiic first and the last.” 1 a, 
therefore, ^uite at a h to e'unjin hend how tlie Editor ean just 
himself in ascrihmg verses ti, .S, and 1), to one lieuig, and ve: 
the 7th to anothei, in uiiii h (her*- is no notice whatsoever ol a ir 
s]>caker. 2ndly There is only one agent in the whole tram of the ■ 
verses, extending as far as verse 20, and no unbiased mind ean, m 
il.e face of all the rules "f eofiipo-,ition reieet the relation ol a veil) 
to an appropriate nominative fianding Irefore it, in ordei to refer the 
same to a noun which is not found in any of th- immediatelv 
preceding sentences. 3rdly Were we to follow the exaniyde o| 
tlio Editor, and refer verses f», 8, and 9, to an unknown angel, and 
verse 7 abrujitly to Jesus, (which I conceive we cannot do, witlmut 
defying common sense, and all the acknowledged laws of grammai,) 
we must be totally at a loss to account for the strange conduct r,! 
John towards Jesus, his Mastei, in falling dovn to worship befoie . 
the feet of the angel, and neglecting Jesus entirely, though he >^au 
and heard them both at one time, or rather hie vision of Jesus was 
subsequent to that of the angel. 4thly. John himself exyilains whom 
he meant by the angel mentioned in xxii 6, identifying tins arq,'e) 

50 
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will) .lesuh, expresbly named in the first (’hapter of Revelation. Ch. 
xxii (I. “ And (he l^ord God of the holy prophets sent his angel lo 

'(■ unto hix Kcrvants the tlmKjs ultich viunt shortly be dove.” Oh. i. 
I “(io.lgave unto him, (Jesus,) lo show unto his seniants thinys 
wlm-h must shortly come to jiass." As, in tlie English version there 

15 Mime difference, though of no consequence, in these iwo phrases, 
I therefore (juote tlie original, containing the precise words in both 
instuiues. 

buia .1 rots 5oiiAot8 aurov d ytv«T0ai tv rac^t 

1 h"pe now that the explanation of the author of the hook of 
lit'velation, joined with the above-stated cireumstances, will not fall 
shorl ol piodncing conviction in the mind of the Editor and my other 

OJIJIOlK'llts 

We ma.( easily find out the angel who is described in the latter end 
of ('ll I 1, as being sent by-I csus, by reference to (ffi. xxii. 16: “I 
Jesus liave sent mine angel to testify unto you these things in the 
churches " '.Ve find here two (lungs distinctly : one. that Jesus 
desii;iiated as an aiigcl in xxii. 6, shewed, as directed by God in Oh 
i 1, all Ihntys ulnch must shortly come to jiass ;and the other, that he 
seiii his angel to shew (o John and his other servants these things in 
the churches, lespectmg the (.'hristian disiiensation, as expressly 
iiicntioiied 111 vcise 1 of the book of Revelation, as well as in Gh xxii. 

16 .'idily. 1 will now have recourse to the rule recommended by 
the Editor, “ that wi'en the speaker is not expressly named, his 
language designates iiim.” As the phrase “ I come quickly,” found 
elseu here in the book of Revelation, is used expressly by Jesus as 
speaker in five different insiauces, (Cli. ii. 6, 16, Oh. iii 11, Oh xxii. 
li, :2(i,) we must i.aturally ascribe this phrase in verse 7, to Jesus, 
and must, tliertiore, refer the immediately following verses (8, 9,) to 
him, in jierfect coiisisteiiey with all other scriptural writings. It is 
not only in verse 9 that Jesus calls himself a servant of God, and 
addres.ses Ohristiaus as brethren, but also in Matt., xii. 18, hfc 
lepresents himself as a chosen sei-vaut of the Most High; and in 
xxviii 1ft, and John xx. 17, designates the disciples as Ids brethren. 

If the Editor should saj, according to the general mode of 
Triidtarian exposition, that tlie adoption of such designations was in 
reference to the human capacity of Jesus, he will perhaps give up 
the present rlifferenee from me, under the supjiosition that in tliis 
instiince also Jesus calls himself a servant of God, and his followers 
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brethren, as well as forbids .lolm to worship hiiu, nun-i v in his 
human capacity. 

1 now conclude my reply to this branch of the liditoi’s ai^uinent, 
with a few remarks in allusion to such qinistious of the I'/litor, as 
“ Is it that the Son of (loil, after receiving; the worship of the highest 
archangel at God's express commands forbade .lohn to worshiii him ?” 
&c. I would ask, in turn ; Can any man be justilied in ascribing Deity 
to one whose language is this • “ ;\b 1 received of my FtUlwr” (Rev., 
li. 27); “Ih.nenot found thy works perfect before doil” (iii. 2), 

“ 1 will con/es.f his name bejore my Father, and before his angels ” 
(verse •''); “ Him that overoonicth will 1 make a pillar in tlic temple 
ol mij (lod : 1 will write njiou him the name of my God, and the name 
of the city of my liod, which cometh down out of heaven from 
myGinl ’'* (Verse 12 ) Is it consistent with the nature .of God to 
acipiiie e.xaltatiou through iiieril -Chap v. 12: “Saying witli a 
loud voice, Worthy is the I.amb that was slain to receive power, and 
rich.'s, and w'isdom, and ^tiength, and honour, and glory, and 
blessing. " Ch. iii. 21. “ To him that overeomelh will 1 grant to 
sit witli me in iiiy throne, l \ i;n .\s 1 also overcame, aiui am set doum 
until my Father in hit throne "'t Is it becoming of the nature of 
God to sing thus, addressing hinisell to another being • “ Great and 
marvellous are riiv works. Lord Gml Almighty; just and tnie are 
lilt WAVs, tliou King of Saints. Who shall not fear rilhl-., O Lord, 
and glorify Tiiv namefor Tiioi oxi.Y art holy, ” »&c. Ch. xv. d, 4. 
Is not the l.Aiiib throughout tlie whole Revelation mentioned .separately 
and distinctly from (iod . Ch. i. 1 ; “ The Revelation of Jesus Christ, 
which God fjave unto him ’’ Verse 2 “ Who bare record of the word 
of God, and of the testimony of Jesus Christ.” Verses 4, .7; “And 
peace from him who is, and who was, and who is to come ; and from 
the seven spiiits which are before his throne ; and from Jesus Christ, 
who ts the faithful u-itness.” Verse ‘J ; “ For the word of God, and 
for the testimony of . I esus Christ.” Ch v !): “ lliou wast slain, 
and hast redeemed us to God ” Verse 10 ; “ And hast made us unto 
our God kings and priests.” (’ll. xi. L'l. “The kingdoms of this 
world are become the kingdoms of our Lord, and of ms Christ. ” 
(jh xii. 17 ■ “ ^Vho kec|i the conniiaiidments of God, and have 
the testimony of Jesus Christ ” Ch. xiv. 12: “That keep the 
coinmaudineiiis of God, and the faith of Jesus. ” Ch xxi. 2.” ; “ Foi 
the glory of God did liglilcn it, and the Lamb is the light theieol ” 
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John in ascribing to the Lamb most honorary epithets, those generally 
printed in capitals, takes great care in the choice of words, Oh six 
16; “ He (the Lamb) hath on his vesture and on his thign a name 
written, King of Kings, and lyird of Lords ” Ch. xvii. 14 I'or “ he 
(tlie Lamb) is I/ird of Lords, and King of Kings.” The ai'ostle never 
once declares him to be ” nfKi of (roels, ” tne peculiar ejiithet of 
the Aliuigty Power. So the most holy saints sing first the song 
of Moses, and tlien that of the Ltunb ; Iniviiig perhaps had in view 
tlie priority of the former to the latter in )>cin1 of birth. ('I: xv d ; 

“ And they (the holy saints) sing the song of Moses, the servant of 
God, and the song of tlie Lamb ” 

In answer to one of the many iiiniMiatb-ns made by tin iiditor 
in the course of his arguments, to Wii, “ If this be Hirist. wliat mu.st 
become of the precepts of Jesus?” (p .'iTfi) 1 most nlnctantlv 
put tlie following (jncry in rejdy ■ If a .slain lamb lie (lo I .\lnugh‘v, 
or his tnie emblem, what must b*- his worshi['. and what must, 
become his worshippers ? 

On the attempit to prove i.hc I'eity of ,!<‘sus f'h.-ist by c nip.inng 
Isaiah, xiv. 23, (“Unto me,” i. < , Uod, “ every knee shall b.ov, every 
tongue shall swear,”) with I’oin . \i. Jb 12, (“Hutwio dost thou 
judge thy brother? or why dost, thou set at nought thy hrother '’ 
For we shall all stand before tin -.dij-u ent-seat of Uhrut Koi it is 
written. As 1 live, saith tlie 1 or l, e^erv knee shall bow t" m(‘, and 
every tongue shall confess to Uod ,s-,, then, every one of us shall give 
account of himself to God.”) 1 'b..eiv/d in my Seeon.i .\ jpc.d, that 
“Between the prophet and tlm ai'O't'e diere is a jierfei t acieei.ient 
in substance, since both declare tha' it it to God that e\ejy Knee 
shall bow, and every tongue dl coufc's O romjli Jinn, hefoie whose 
judgment-seat we shall all hlari' at the same time botli .lesus and 
his apostles inform us, that we must siand before the juilgmeut-seat 
of Christ, because the Father han eomvuUetJ the office of final ludginent 
to him.” To which the answer of the Editor is this, “ We here beg 
leave to ask our autlior, where the jJirase thruvyh him is to he found? 
it must be in the author’s copy of tlie prophet and the ajiostle—it is 
not in ours.” By these words the Editor clearly means to insinuate, 
that the words in question are gratuitously inserted in ray explanation, 
and without any authority in tne holy scriptures. At least I am 
otherwise at a loss to understand what he means by saying that the 
words of my paraphrase are not to be found in his editieJ the 
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itible; for it would be unwortliy to suppose of lum t'la! iio uished 
to impress los readers with the idea, tliat I was ipiotiiig a particular 
passage falsely, lusteiid of the fact that I was only giving my idea 
of its imjiort. That 1 was iidly warranted in my intcrpietation, I 
hojie to convince the Editor iiiniself, bv referring him to ilie following 
passages, in winch t is expressly declared tliat it is tItroiKjli Jems 
that glory and thanks are to he given to (IihI, and that we have 
peace with God : and also that it is by .li.si's Cjiiiisi that God judgcth 
the woild Iioiii , Xvi. :17 ; "'I’o God only wise, he gloiy tln-<‘ii(jli 

Jesus t'hrist fortvei Amen ' Gli c. 1 : “ We have peace with 

God tlirouqli our Lord .lesus (’lirist ” (Ih. i. 8 . “1 thank my God 

through .lesus ('hrist’’ Gli ii 111' “In the day when <h)J shall 
judge the secrets of .ueu hg ,Jesii>> ('hrixt" 2l'or, v IS “All 
things aie of God, uhe hatli, I's . icilcd us to liimscll hi/ Jesus 
Christ.” John,!' “ for the E.ithet ludgeth no man, hut/luf/i 

committed all ludgnnut uuto tlie Sou. ” Aftci considcimg tlicse 
texts, no one can, I IIkuk, nt isi 1" a Imn ilic cojrectness ol my 
assertion, that d is to i.'od cicrv knee ‘-hall Isiwthruiiijh Chrixt, hcfoie 
whose |ni'giueit'--->’at ue'hall ^tand, “ l.k'c.iuse the Fotl.ei Intx eniii- 
TioUrtithe o^hce ,'il fmal ludgnn nt In huii,” as heiug founded ujioii tin* 
best authoiity tli.it man can .ippcal to 

Lpon the ii.ti ipo t.oion ol the Manc-mcntioiied pii-,s,igt i.flsai.di, 
to wit, “ It (s .li'sU' 'Ml sv cars re hy himself,” I ohscricd in my 
Second .Vppeal, "Ihn caii tie v escape the conte.vl, wiich cxpicssly 
iiiforiiis Us that .Mioi.t'u thrd, an 1 not di sits, .swrin i.i tlii.' manner?” 
To this the Edit ■! ;< phe'. ih;r “ die Son was Jehovah hcime he was 
.lesus,” &c 1not till' nuTfiy a heggiiic; of the (jiies1n/ii, inasmiuh 
as one mav eu'ialh .i"crt Ll.ai '.loses . r .loshua was .leliov ih h.efore 
he was Moses or Josim ■ ^ 

He furthei says, t.iat ‘•.h.sus - so pre-eiuii.ciitly Savioui, Unit tlieie 
is salvation in no odiei ” 1 a.;t e ivitli the F.ditor so far as to declare 

Jesus to he, umloi fiod. tlie m.lv iviour uTutioncd r. the iceonls o. 
the Christian disjieristition ; lint ; uniou' to liis i'lrlli tlieie wme many 
saviours raised hy God tob.i'., Ins sm rants, noticed .dieadi in other 
places. 

The Editor adds, tliat in l-aiah, .niv :G, rigliteonsm s, n used in 
such a sense as is juinci]i,ii>',' a['|*licaiile to the Son 1 thiui fm'i* 
transcribe the verse, that die .ladcr may judge wlictlici m not his 
position has an> foundaleu; .Suiely, shall one say, lu the Linl 
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have I ri^ihteousness and strength: even to him shall men come 
and all that are incensed against him shall he ashamed.” 

Respecting the attenifit to ]>rove the Deity of .lesus from the cir¬ 
cumstance of his being figuratively represented as the husband or the 
Bupf)orter of liis church, .lohn, iii, 21), Kph., v. 2.*}, and also Gods 
l)eing called the husband of his creatures, Isaiah, liv. .h. I requested in 
my Second Appeal, that “ my readers would be pleased to examine 
the language employed in these two instances. In the one God is re¬ 
presented as the husband of oil his creatnies, and in the other, Christ 
is dedareil to be the Imshand, or the head of his followers: there 
is, therefore, an inei]ualily of authority evidently ascribed to God and 
to .lesus Moreover, f’hrist himself shows the relation that existed 
between him and his <hiircli, and himself and God, in John, xv. i: ‘I 
am the true vine, .and my father is the husbandman.’ Verse .');*! am 
the vine, ye are the brauch(‘s, Ac Wotild it not be highly unreason¬ 
able to set at defiiince the ihstinction drawn by Jesus between God 
himself, .and his church ■' The Kditor has not tfikeii the least notice 
of this last argument: he only glances over the former, saying, 
(]) ftT!)) “ Had our author examined the context w'itli sufficient care, he 
would have found that those to whom God declares himself the husband, 
are so far from being all his creatures, that they are only one branch 
of his church, the Gentiles, the children of the desolate, in opposition 
to the Jews, the children of the married wife ” I wonder how the 
choice of the designation “ thy Maker,” in Isaiah, liv in preference 
toothers, and its true force, could esea^'c the notice of the hditor, as 
tlie phrase “ thy Maker is thy husband ” implies in a general sense 
that whosoever is the maker is also the presen-er, and consequently, 
God is the husband, or the presi rver, of all his . reature«, including 
the .lews more especially as his chosen people. I, however, wish to 
know how the Kditor justifies himself in concluding leal unity between 
Gocl and Jesus from the application of the term husband to them, 
while .lesus declares the relation between God, himself, and his 
church, to be such as that existing liefwecn the husbandman, the 
vine, iind its branches. 

Some erlhodox divines having .ittcmpteil to est.ablish the Deity of 
.lesus, by eomparing .lei , xxin -g <>. (“ I will raise unto David a 
righteous hrancli, and a king siiall r< ign c.nd pro^jier- and this is 
his imme wlieieby he shall I'c i tilled, ini: loitn oi i; uioiriI'.oi snkss, ) 
with 1 t 'or , i. .■»<>, <" Christ Jesus, who. f God is made unto us wisdom 
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and righteousness,” &c.) T replied, in niy Secomt ApptM:, iiiut “1 
only refer my readers again to the passage in .ler xx\iii, JTi, in whicli 
derusaleni also is called ‘thk !,oiii) ont iiicirrixn and (o the 

]dirase, ‘is madk nnfo 0 /fiW,’found in the passage in (juestion, 
and expressing the inferiority of Jesus tn God ; and aKo (o Cor., v 21 
‘that we might he made the righteousness of (hsl in liiiu where 
St Paul says, that all Ghristians may ‘he made the righteousness ef 
God;’” to which the Rev. Editor thus replies fp 'IKO); “'I'his 
does not at all affect the question in hand, which is simply, whether 
this righteous branch of David, this king, wdio sliall reign and 
prosper, be Jesus Christ or not: and to prove this, we need eiily 
call in the testimony of the angel to Mary, Luke, i. ".‘I, ' The l.iird 
God shall give unto him the throne of his father, David .\iid he 
shall reign over the house of Jacob for ever.’” The I'ldit.Mr here 
overlooks again the force of the phrase, ‘‘God shall ;/i.’c unto him 
fJesus) the throne of his father David,” implying, that the throne and 
exaltation which Jesus was possessed of, was but the Jrr.r<jifl of God. 

To lessen the force of such phrases as, “being nnn/c ol (lod,” 
“ God shall giw unto him,” &c., the Editor adds, that, “relative to his 
‘ being made of God our righteousness to ns,’ this can of course make 
no alteration in the iSon’s eternal nature ” I, therefore, beg to ask 
the Editor, if one’s being made by another anything whatsoever that 
he was not before, does not tend to jirove his mutable nature, what 
nature, then, can be called mutable in tin's transitory worldThe 
Editor again advances, that Jesus “was Jehovah bcfire he became 
incarnate,” Ac. This is a bare assertion which 1 must maintain to 
lie without any ground, unless lie means to advance the doctrine, that 
souls are emanations of God and proceed from the Deity 

.\s to Jerusalem being called, “ Jehovah our righteousness,” tlie 
Editor says, “ We may observe, that it is the church of Christ, the 
holy Jerusalem, who bears this name, to the honour of her glorious 
head and husband, who is, indeed, Jehovah her righteousness” 
fp 08 ! ) Let UR reflect on this answ'er of the Editor In the first 
jilace, the term Jerusalem, in Jer., xxxiii. Ifi, from its as.sociation 
with the term “Judah,” is understoorl as signifying the well-known 
holv city in that kingdom, having no reference to the clmn h or 
followers of Christ. In the second place, if the Editor unders'ands 
by the term “ Jerusalem ” here, the church of Christ, and admits 
of Jerusalem being figuratively called “ Jehovah our righteousness,” 
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dll tlif drdPiiifl iliat (’liii-t I- it-- l.-itil, tluit, ron-equcDth i. 

Id'ajs that ii.iftid "td ilic hiii'ir iL !;• I ;;l')rious lieai!,' tlH'Udli, ii 
rtalilx, (lull n iit Iroiii anil 'nh' diiiiati to linn, h' w ran li(‘ rr|i'ct tlm 
fi^iitaliM' a| [liicatinii of ih |.lir,is(' ‘ Ithovali out nglitooiiMU'bh ” 
to .It'stis, nil the hainc groutii! .iiul -auio [u iiiLijili', vliicli is, that as 
.Icliovah 1' till' licail of ('lin-t, i dii'^t‘i|uenll\ Cliiist hears th’s iianu 
‘‘td lidiioiii of Ills /icKi/, ’ tlidie;li, Ml leality, (lilTorent lioui ami 
siiliduliiiatd 111 (lull ' I i\li J i'ill xi 1 “ l!ul 1 xvdulil liaxc .'dii knov., 
liiat till' III, i| df "vei\ Ilian i- t'liiist, ami the iieail of the woman i- 
ttlf til III. a'l'l the III, Ml III (' 'l;lsl d thill ” 

1 III I'lilildi shews an iiisiaiiee in Isaiah, in wltieh Si reii t'oiiieii 
Mislifiilii lalli'il b\ llie name iif a hiishainl, to have tin ii repioaih 
taken awa_\ lie must aKo 1 nnu that thnidaiuls of .ons ami ih seen- 
ilants aie l allul by the name i f ojie of their lathers, atnl st i i.ii.ts b\ 
the name ol then inasteis, to fin hniionr of the fatliei oi the mastei 
I ii/e. Kaiah \hiii I ; (fen., xloi (i, llnsea, xi S, tl; Ihx nl , wui I’l. 

I he I'.ilitm tlien inoceeils toilixiile the homiraix ria, le.^, iumiil in 
seri]itme, iiit'i two kimls one eiven i)\ men, ami ■ otliei bx <hjil ; 
hilt he must know that the names oixiti by j iojihtl >, oi !i\ »otninon 
men, il nseil and eonlirineil by (loil, lu by an\ ol the ■-tu.teil writers, 
bed'ine as woitlix of atti nlinn ;is if the\ had bi.'cn bestow, d origi¬ 
nally l)\ the Di'ity himsell 

1 lie I'alitoi afjaiii uses the ioliowin^ winds 'i'he tin oiiimuni- 
ca'h' name .lihinah, tlie scll-existout,” hom t!:e vt'rh np htnrali , 
“lobe’ III ‘’to exist, wlinii is aiiiiliid I'l no one Ihinudhont llie 
scri]ttines fiesides tbe saeied iliiee," A'o. \\ e kiidw vei ' nemerous 
inslanees m wliieb tbe name ‘ .leleoali " is apj lied to the most -a. ied 
(iod, Imt nevei met wutli an iiistaiiee of a|>|ilvind to two otbe' satieil 
persons the simple term “-b hox:di " J wisli tiie I'aIuoi had Ijeen 
good enon.i;lt to havi' taken into eonsideiation tha' this is the very 
point ill dis]int,', and toliave sliewn instaiiees in wliieh the second 
and third pi isons of the lleity (aeeoiding to the Ivlitnr s expiossion) 
are addressed liy this uami' tie inithei obsi,ves, ihat “no one 
Rup])Oses that .lehoxah-Jiieli, “(foil will see oi jirovi, le, 1,^- 

Abraham to the plaee white he olTered Isaac xvas intended :o d, ,f-, 
that place, hut to perpetuat- the nu t that the liord did theie ]ir(.vide 
a sacrifice instead of Isaac , tinit Jehovah-nissi, “ God, my t)am>ei, ’ 
given by Moses to his altar, intended anythin^o niore than that OoJ 
■was his banner ayainst the Amalekitesthat -Ichovab-tsidkcnu, 
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“ .'PiKivah < 'ii '.Ushers,” tlif :>aii;e \'!iir!; iiii " '-fu'iii'' .. i 

-erus: ; ’ , ' '‘h'l-i > ini'vh iiiicii !<'I lu icilv \i'i, i)m 1 o 

( 1 ‘,11". ’.I'l thai iif-i ! ■' an! irnl, viic i is imW**!! 

.Jt'iiov I'l ' U-'i" 1 !"llin\ til- vei'’ sail" iuihIi’ nf intcrjnt'ialidn 

ai|"[it( l liv till’ in < \]jlaiiunf; llu -.aim' iilira-c, “ The Ijord 

('ur Iinlil.ci"1 Mc--,,” '"III I 111 ,!<■'! , xxiii (', n'iriinl to ilic'Messiah , 
lliat I", till' ai'jduatJi'n >1 .hi-, olirase to tin Mo^s'uli docs nut deify 
luili, l)ilt (ioiiiotistlil’i'- l!i,if i’o- Ilf ! M I'l.ot 1 , 1 ;, In'. IICAD, till 

\lo^l 11,1.11, VI 111 I li IMi'litfo , ^111 ~s, I', tlio lionl .icliorali ; so that 
till I'll I'.tfi.fv '.u.if'* l>c ' i li'i ikeil wtiicli |iic\ ails till- iich all tht 
plira''!'- "I a ■'imiltii 'i.i'iiie ■ loi ,is ('lici't. ;s tcjirescutfii In he tfic 
Ikm '1 ('f'11 ill,•eh so <-Mil i-, H |i!cs( iiti'il i" lie the hoaii of Christ, 
IS 1 li"'K cil ; the lol I pay 'l.a-ld illC 1 ', litor sa/b, “('r'lK- 

jioini 1 iiai.ii'.- ilioicforo, do not oi tlKiinsolic' CKpress Iteit\. Iml 'icv 
cxpics I.,, Is "iir ■ s’,ioni,ly than siii'ph csfi'.ioif 'tr f;n)[>usiti'a- ' I 
am ^l;' ! t" obsci ,c ilnil he dilTeis liijm a • I'laiii ■dhis '.•o'lc;i,.iii .s, 
in then .ittf'i.pl I ■ ocily the Mcssiidi lio'n tic ip"' ' at'O'i of ■•,c alx vc 
phias" to in; 1 , 1 .’ as to ’Jie fai l.s (i.'cionsu icI In lii p! r.isc, Il.ty 
tn.’y he O', ,i!i ,i' ,t. ined from coni[);ii■ j die . ppl ■ a’ .n o; i‘ -.ulh 
that ff ( X ssi’ll '.11 j’hrises‘.o otheis. a T n.ivc pi'i o'iscmi i 

'•'’hf l. liloi i".\ iiifiitums 'j' -"s'ldj a l’'\v nioii i > - s li-ti, 

he thinks (fii I 1 , .Hast 'at >, not somuch tlic t, ii.-c as il '■ di\ 'u- irii-iir^- 
of ''.('Son In I , ' ivc lu.ve thi;' exp i-si.ul.i, n 'IciirM no' 
mesaitli 1 c 1 i Will \" not tri'Uible at, i i_\ pif ,■ , .■ \ 'c l.av'* 
pin (.‘d tin i-aiid 1 i the 1j c. id it the hca b\ a peijictn ' dccicf tl”’l i‘ 

canin.'u f ■" il, .ii” Icaix, j lhci'.-a\i .I ’lS llid'ii-elvc , -ct ■ 'i l' f\ not 

niev.al ' Tillsin (V ('1 i.souly .i p;n1 ■ f that work o' , u lo . as"!‘lied 
to hn I wli.i. uli Ic on c .rth,''Xcrciscd alisoliilc doii.iiiioii ic i im viinds 
and the wa.'c. in ic. n.iin,’ iirsidi mt, ouni ' Hut \\1,.,! d piis.su; " 'if 
Jeroiniali liU' 0 ■' . nith the divnn nalnic of dcsiis, I in un.ilnc to 
discover, flic I'alitor nii;;ht have ipiolcl <ii ll' , r;itc a!' tin , a' ,i,,;ch 
ol till * dd i cstai.''.it thai ascidicto Cod tee iipiciiic lOiOi 1 Ovti- 
tliexiiioh 11 iild .Is Cl "Icnci in (avoi.r of tin iUityof.lc .i a . lie wa i 
sure to liTc :d\v< ys .nany persons of the s.unc p^'rs||:^sl(l) ;o ,;oi>)iu! 
any tiling ■ den i in favoni of tlu* Tiiuiti 

A‘ to his ji.isit.on, that. Jesi.'“i xf'iei.scil ali-.ohilc li inini n o\-, r 
tiie winds a.id the 'vai< s ’u no ’lauii lieside 1 c, i mu,’' i Ik ' ti ''p.’oli 
-fiihn \. 1’ I, to shew tl.at xihat/’ver powci .fisus, in . 'ininuM iiiih oilier 
nijihets, "xe.reified 'wei wind and water vvliile he «as on i-arth, he did 
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It in tlic tidihi (ij (utd “.It . 1 .. a'l'.wt rwl them, 1 I'llfl you and ye 
iit'ln'tci] iKit , tlifi woiKslIiit ! /»/ mil Fnllii'>''.t nninr tliey l)ejir 

widieis of Jill " “And .Icstis liMed <i| liie eyes and said, Father, I 
iliank th'-f that thou lia'.t lioard nii'” I say •l(■‘.lls in (•oinniim with 
other |'ro|>h<'t.s, hecause hoih lilijah and Klihha tlio piojthets exercised 
jio^ver over wii d ainl water aiifl other thiiif^s, like •lesii',. in the name 
•f)f the Fatlier of the nnirerse 1 Kiiis;s, xvii, xviii, 11 4.'), and 2 
Kit'frs, li. 21 ; sometiines without veiii.illy expressing tlie name of 
fhMi.Ch V. .s 13 A'27 f’h ii 10. 

Ft'ipn the assertion in my Sei-()nd Aj jit'a! that the “ ej Itiiet fiod ’s 
fretpientiv applieil in the aaenal scripture.'^ to otlu'i-. heside the Supreme 
Being” the Kditor ohserves that “this ohjeelion dereiniah cuts up, Oh, 
X ii ‘the finds that have not rnaile the heavetis and the earth even tliey 
shall jiens!, from the eailh atnl from tindei these heavens which 
dei laratiou sweeiis away in t only the fhxls of the heathen but all 
magisterial Ooils anil even iMo-.es himself as far as he asjiired to the 
.godhead Hut from this general .wreck of our author’s fhxls, Ohrist in 
txeepted. he having madi these heavens and laid the foundation of the 
earth” Let usajijilv this rule adopted by the Kdifor respecting the 
]iiopl)''ts, to .iesiis f’hrist We do not find him once represented in the 
-erioluies as tlm maker of heaven.s and eartli ; this peeuliar attribute 
)'a'ing bci n thr.ugliont the wdioh* sacred wTitings ascribed exclusively 
t.'^Iol thf Mo'-i High As to the instances pointed out bv the Editor, 
Hebrew's 1, H'andt’. r.i 17, 1 fully explained tbcni in jip 34.3 and 
.'l-bi, as Iniving referenri'to flod tbe F.'itber of the universe Moreover 
we observe m the N’ew Testament, even in the same bonk of Hebrews, 
that wh.aliai r ihiiig-, ,Ie‘ is made or did. he aeeomplislied as an instni- 
rnenl in the hands of Ood. Tleh,, i, 2: “Whom he hath ajipointedheiT 
f all tilings ■,( whom also he niaiie the worlds ” Ephes., iii !): “IVlio 
creme I all tilings In/ .fesus Fhrist ” It would indeeil be very strange 
to our fiieid'ies to aekn.nvledgi' one as the tnic (lod, and yet to maintain 
till! idea that lii' created things hy the direetions of another being, and 
was ajipoim.i'd us heir of <dl things by tliat other. Again in pursuance 
of (he same ride of the Editor I find that Jesus like other perishable 
duds both died and was buried, though raised aftcrw'ards by his 
Father, who had thcj'owei of laising Elijah to heaven even without 
suffering him to die and he buried for a single day. My readers may 
now .iiici.ge whether Jesus dhrist be not inolnded in common with 
otlier perishable dods in the rule laid dowm by the Editor. 
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To fiv'ifv fTnlst, tlic Kditfn uiram iiituiihict'K tbp o""' 

■.taiu'O Ilf In'- Ik’iiii; ii -^oarrlifr ol hciirl'', ti I'xpcutt' iiulmiii'iii h‘f\ ii 
I*'’,, anil aK'. i],i ai'' IbTi i Haviiii^ ('xaniiiicil tln-if aiiiuinpiils in 
j'ai;t’'' ‘''If li "'IT, 1 will not tptuni to tlicni liein 

Hi- .I'l l in l'ii- iin-tancf, “ Wc an- bnimc assiirpil that tlic I’atlicn 
wbii ]'i I In. I Iv Kiii'v N till' Son. ilii! not nonunit t.i liiiu all imlonii'iu so 
piitirnly a io iinl^n no man linnsclf. without knowin,- liis inliniif 
litno'-s loi tlin w Il k " It i-. I'x iilciil that tin- bather linl n'1 noiiunit 
ilii' ''on ,ill iinl.j-mniil so i nlirclv as to .juil^c no man iiiinsnlf, 
with lilt iji;,ilifMii;„' him hir so iloni:^ ; that is, without oi\m/ liun the 
jiowi'i of kiiowiiiy all till nM'iitsiif this worhl in onini to ihn ilistri- 
hutioii "I iiw.i'ils anil |iiinishmnnts Matt xwiii l.S . ’ o'/ jii.ui'r 
is ijlr, >1 iiiiio nil 111 liiMVi II aii'l in carlti ” \olwithstaiiilino this, the 
jiowei III liiowinn thosi ’hiiii;s iliat ilo not le'peet the i xnniitioii of 
luiloinniit hv till Sun, IS not linstoweil u|ion him, atnl the Son, there- 
loie. Is t' tallv I'pioiant of them Miikxiii "<2 “ Hut ol that din 

ami th it hoiii kiiowith no man, no, not the aii”e]s wlonli aie in 
heaven, ih'illui tin S. ]• lint tlie bathe'"” No one destitute of the 
power of oinnisi icnei I'lWi i ai kiimvledf^ed as Sii|ireme ol (lod liy 
any sect that helieM' m revialeil religion 

He ipiotes Hell i\ IT, “Neithei is there any ereatnre that, is not 
manifest in his -n-hl , Imt idl tlimi:'' are naked and open unto tlie 
eyes of him with whom we have to do, ” in older to eoirohorate tlie 
idea lliat Christ knew .iH the seerets of men Snpiiosmo this pas^af^e 
to lie ajijiliealile Io .le'iis ' "lirist, it does not convey anv othei idea 
than what is undeistood hy Hev o j*"i, whieli I have alreadv noticed 
Blit tlie lidit'ir must know that in the immmliatelv pHieedinc; veise, 
tb«‘ word of (Tod, or llevelation, w Idle tieiirativelv repn ei.ted as a 
two-ed^ed sword, A< . is in the same al]ei;oiicid sen.se declared to be 
“a disceriier o! the thoiiehts and intents of tlie heart ” 'I'herc is, 
theiefore, no im onsisteiicy in asenhin," the knowleilye ol the inteutH 
of hearts to him thron;,di whom that Hevelation is comiiniiiicab'd, and 
who is apjiointed to piil,<re wh( ther the conilm’t ol men is reflated 
hy them in conformity to that Revelation 

The blditor says (jaii'e i.s4) that ” in b.'/,ekicl xwiii. (lod says 
respecting a mail who at rotated to himsidf the honors (if (>odhead, 
‘ Son of man, say unto the prince of Tyrus, thus saith the I/ird (kkI, 
because thy heart is lifted up, and thou hast said I am a G(k 1 —behold 
tliou shalt die the death of the uucircumcised, Ac.’ ITow different 
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the Fatlicr’s laii^^uage It) tlie iSon : ' 'I’hy throne, ') (iod, ie for evei 
and ever ' Wh y this (iifferent language to the pi incc of Tyn.s and 
to Jesus r' fi.td the hditor atientively relerred i.o tiie scnjitiires, he 
would not have taken the trouble ol jnitting this question to me; for 
ho would have easily fouud the reason for this difference ; that i.s, the 
king o( lyrus called himself tied, as aliove stated , Imi Jesus, so fai 
from robbing the Deity of his honour, never ceased iiieonless that (iod 
was both Ills (i(h 1 and his Father ” (John w 17) Also, tjnit tl'u 
prince of lyrus manifested disobedienct to (hid , but lesus I'leu 
laid down his life in submission to the juirpose of (lod. .uni attiiluited 
divine favour towards himself to his entire oiiedicnce to the Mo.st 
High. Rom v. Ill; “ hor as bj’ one man’s dmobi'ilieuce many 
wore made sinners, so by the ohedicni'c "f oni‘ shall many be m,ide 
righteous ” John x 17. ‘ Therefore dot). my I'.illjci loye me, 
heeuuse 1 lay down my life, that I mighi take it a.v.m ’ Luke 
xxii. 4J . 1‘athei, if thou be willing, remove this cup miu me: 
neverthless, wii m,ij will, but thine be done ' the i..no net (J the 
prince and tJiat ol .fesus towuirds God w ,ie i[iiiu dilh .cut, i!u \. ■Wi-re 
differently treated by the hatlie.r of tin uuu.'rsc. \s to tlic above 
verse, (" 1 iiyr throne, () God, is for eyei .uni evei, ’) G id does not 

peculiarly address Jesus with the epithet I • )(l. b-t In .lUo uses for 

the cliieks of hsrael ami for M(,se.s the same epithet 

The editor quotes J Cor. IV J .liidge n .thing in f ue the lime, 
until the Lord come, u ho botli will bring to light t.'ic hidden things 
of darkness, aud will make imuiifc-.t till' eoiinsels J tin '.eait; and 
then shall every man have j'raise .J God” Tin jia.s.sage "imply 
amonnis to this .“ Judge not either me kU others belore die time, 
until the laml eome, who will him.; to lii;i'l the daik and .secret 
counsels ol men’s heal tfi, in preaenmg tlie Go";'cl ; and ihcn shall 
every one have that praise, timt esuiiiale set upon him, by God 
himself, which he truly deserves. Loeke. 

It i‘ not ,1 c"Us alone that wa.- empowiTnl by tiod to know and 
to ‘dl secret ciei^ts, luit oi. pui 4 .'c'd,i[- oci .isioii" iitLers were 

intru.sted \\ ilh the s.unc powtr as has already been imliccd in page .‘1113 
and will als(' be loiuul iti Daniel li. “I thank thee and jiraisc thee, 

0 thou God ol my lathers, who hast gi\eii me wisdom and might, 
and hast made known uiito me m w what we de.siied of thee; for 
thou hast now made known unto us the king’s matter” and in '2 Sam. 
xiv. 19 and 20- “And the king (David) saul. Is not the hand of 
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Joab with thee in all thib? and the woman ansivered and sanl - V 
Lord is wise, according to the wisdom of an angel of C!(u., lo knOM 
all things that are in the eauh. ” 1. < 'or m 1’and .‘I. ' Do you 

not know tli.ii saints shal] judge the world''' and il die %ioi!d shall 
he judged h_v you are ye unwort,)iy to ]nd;.e die sn.alien matters '* 
Know ye not tliat we shall iinlge angels Ai Here (’hiistian saints 
are declared to be judges oI tin deeds oi da wiu ie wi !d and of 
course to he (losstssois oj a kinnvledge ol .Hi esniis, botn [ nhlie and 
private, so as to enable them to jieiKnm s' diliiatc a mdgment 
Besides a knowledge of future events is In' no nie.iiis less wonderful 
than that of past things ui j lesenl sn leis i,i heaiis, y! ue find 
.ill the piopliet.s of (ukI weie embied with die loimei. J Kings 
XX -'J “And the j'loplut e.ime to llic king o! biael .ind said unto 
him, go sticiigtheii thyself and mark tiiid what thi n dust , for 

at the reluin ol the \ear the king of ,s,jia will lome up agtiinsl thee ’’ 
So We tiihi the same gift of Inline kn.u'n.ige giaiilnd to nghteou'- 
men in nnmerou' instances 

He then cites ])aii i and \m .itid founds upon them the fitllow- 
iiig ipicstiM' “Il then by mdnie |i nas iiot (lod, by natiiie the 
ereatiu o| he.n i,'ind • arth, ho aid los kiiigoom must jetisli from 
ondei the hi-avens Todn-H'. icjilvis, tJi t vi iiijd .lesns sub¬ 
jected t" the deiitli ol the I I wtiile on trrt!. and aftei the general 
lesurreclioii to Inni that put a!! ilitno^ under liim II ( ni xv 28) 

The .‘inn then hue not bv n. ’nu (lud, the . leaioi (>1 heaven and 

eaith As to the -ophi-ii\ di.it .ntiihuto. ih» death tmd subjuga¬ 
tion of .lestis oidy to ill- J i.ih.in i ajiai itv. it might lie iipplicable to 
every imlividii.ul, alleging ibai thev lieitig ibe elnlilit n ol Adam, tiie 

son oi (lod, tladif lit .'ks, .in p'ls-i-siil of a divine nal.iir also ; and 

that their dciitli eonsfipienllx is in then l,nni;r o.ipaeitv alone, bin 
that in then divine n.itnre tin \ eaniiot he si.hiicttil deatli Vtd> 
jip. .Ti.’i—.‘l.’’ili oi this Essay 

By iipplying to .le.siis the I'pithet “most ]io|\” hmiid in Daniel ix 
~4, the Editor attempts to pi mi' the ftermil deitv of tlie son; for 
getting, piih.ij's, thiit tlie s.inu- lerm " iiiu'i holy' is apjilicd in tin 
S( ri|itttre'evi II to iiianim.ifi ilniigs NmiiiIh i - \\ iji III “ In the mos 
holy phn e shfdt tli'iii etit 'I Evoihi-wiv .7 “ If ■-Ji.'ill be an tilta 

most holv 

I 111' Fditoi 11 , noiii ing liosi .1 iii.ii 'ill, Ri.iiigibtt s Qiiotiu 
this pa-'-.iS.e I 0.,i o| 1 gj j^t h.i'.' I I .dll d II \ 3 ui, pl.uiiK -h uir’ til!* 
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it referi (1 t'> ( lirisi as av cl! as fo Nrat’l ; Imt flu“ ilifforoncp is manifest: 
Israi’I Avas (lod aihijai’il snn, rnnstautly rftioiliiiij affaiiist liis father : 
.lesiis A'a.-> tiDiljitiij I I ■••I II li till same uatmc witli his father (as is 
eA'cr\ |iin|"'i Mill) and'lal .ih\a\s \A liat |>)casf(l liiin.'’ 'I’Jii.s assertion 
of the I'/ilili'i 'lii.'it ‘Isi.iii (mil s ailnpifi mih ) is 1 tliiiik AA’ithout 
foiiiiilalioii , lor iIh'A ai ' ■ Icrl.iK'il, like •Fesii',, to lie lie^totteii sons of 
Coil; kill nieie not hie ( loi-i eutiiely ilevoled to the will of tlie 
Fatlici oi tlie iiiiiver-.. n. ii wxii J.s , • ( l| the lioek that 

thee thou ail iiiiimiidiiil, .lud ha-l foi .uitleii I hid that i'oi iiied tliee ” 
Exodus iv. “And iir hi •.l,.dt -,av untu I’luiMoh, thus sailh the IjOrd, 
Israel i-, lii\ Hui, e\eu no/ i„,rii He then 'iiioies llose.i m, .k 

“Afteiuaid-. 'hall lie > liildieii 1,1 l-iael letiiiii aiel 'eek the laud theii 
(lod ail 1 Da’id then Liii_; on \\iii,ii he 11 iiuiiieiits that David had 
then hern iii hisi;ia,e in ii.iihl Oe sought'Uil\ iiiheaAiji, ;i-. David 
111 f'oiioie'll e itliothii ' 11111 ' (oiil'l not 'eaiili tin heail. ,iijd know 
the '- 111 ' eiit\ "I I’lavi 1 'hi' |.tophi i v iiiii'i he assieued lu the sou of 
Tiavi'l, till' Mes'iah I lealK I' orei to ohsene that .i' the JeAA's 
eudeaM'iii I" iiiisiiitei | iiei sui h passage' a' aie iiio't lavouiahle to the 
idea ol -1 esii- heme the expe, le, I Mes'iah, so ( '111 I'l i ails m e cue I ill trA‘ 
to reh'i t'olesiis aiiA jia-'a”!'.' tliat. eaii possihlv he e\pliiiiied as heariiii; 
the least allusion to tin ii notion ol the Messiah, hoAveiei distant in 
faet the\ iii.iA he fioiii sui ha notion ll\ dome llie\ h ith onlv 
AAeakeii then lespeetiAe o|'mions 1 he iiho\e iitation on uhiili the 
Ediloi now dwells i' .m mstain'e Let iis lelei to ilie te\t of llosea 
iii 1 “I'oi the ehiidi 1 n of Isiiiel sh.dl iihide iii,in\ d,i\s without a. 
kinp;, an miaee, and w ill,'Hit an ephod, iiiid willioiil tei.ipliiiu A’er o; 
Afterwiiids sh.dl tin iliil'liiii ol Isiael letniii ,mi| seek tlie l.or'l tlieir 
Clod and DiiA'id ihei i^m.it , ainl shall leai the l.’ii'l ami his ! 4 "odness 
inthel.iltei day- ' Does not the poelieal l.mt'iiaA.e of the piophet deter- 
iniiie to the s.ilisfai tioii ol evei \ uiihiiiseil man that, jiltei lone HulVoimgs 
Israel will lepeiil "f theii ilisohedienee and seek the pioteetion of 
their (loil ami the hai'l'iness which their lathers en|oved dniiii" the 
rei^n of Dinid, as it is very natnrid lor .i iiiilnui or tiihe aaIkii oppos¬ 
ed liv lorciptn eoni]ueiois to ii'iiiemhei then own ain'ient kiiies nnder 
whose (loverimients then latheis Avere piospeimis, atnl to Avish a 
return ol then leien d ]>ossihle ^ 11 the ialitor insist upon relemne 
this piophei A to .lesii'. In* ni'ist aa.iiI its fiiltiliiieiit , ,is I'l.iel h.is not 
yet sonehl Jeans as the son of D.iAnl, (he Messiah, who whs rro- 
to 1 luMII 
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The Kditoi says rtior in Act'' ii I'!. . 

Jehii'-j doel 11 \\licit'liy 111* idcuiiiic'' Icliovali uith lun; wcllnd 

licre >|ii(>(iim "Ulx a il .Im 1 ii, .IJ. " .ilnl il 'iiidl mine In 

l’,l^•' llial wli'i'.icicl ''liall I all i>n ihc nainc nl '.lie l.nid shall he 
.saved So l.ii fiom a|'|’l\iii_; jhis lo die .'''on .mil nh nlilMn^ liiiii 
nidi til'd, dit i|iiis|ie e\|i],iii ' in tiio iiiiiueilialeK I. llonino \ i i-.e 
(:.'J)hi' ii.iliiri and his total -n In i' i mat n'ii lo (l.id “ ^ e men ni 

I'lathhe.i: those nnid' , .Ic'iis nl Xa .ueth, .i 'ini/i <//iy ? ei i d . / (>o,l 

:mii ii;.l; \ i u, Ii\ leii.n ii s ,md vv aidei' .m l mn - n hu h t».n/ liid 1.7 /n m 
in tin niidsi oi \,iii ,,, I h' I ilitni dll 11 .aids that I’.nd .dsn .ni¬ 
di esse. I h mi - o! i ‘ 1 . ill n hn m . eel \ jd.n e e.i 11 on the ii.iim of .lesus 

t h 11st oin ;I {1 , I d I I I In 1 elni e . iimti' I ,ni hr s (1,1 M|ihi.ise 

nil till- 'll isi', nt ,1 ,1, hi '1 h I'll loim.ii, \ I ■, nitli .1 view tn 

''hen 111. I di I, ’ di.i 1 I in 1 'h: .I'O " . .dl 1 .n the iiaine 1 il .1 osiis 1 s not 'i 

I ”111'( 1 11,11 Is hit loll in 11.1 1 ,11,11 dl v ei mil ‘ Tn the ehiiii h nl ( h n I, 

n hii II I' ,1 1 t 01 ml h. tn I hi'iii I h.il .11 e 'j ..n ,iled 1 10111 the lest . d the 

nnild 11_\ l.iilh inat''iist hii't lallon lo hi' s.iiiil', nilh .di lli.it aie 
evennlieii I'.illoil h\ llien.iiiit nl .le'Us (‘h’ist, tin 11 1 .nnl .md niiis 
(Lnehi' "II J ('nl 1 J ) Moll on K’nm \ I |i,i;;e .'!> I " U'lio'nev er 

hath, with i.iii', Jnnhiil into St I’.ml . niitinos, niiisl nnnhmi tn Ijt* 

a elnse Jeasont'i, th.it ..1.4111s |o tin (mint , and theuloie, if in tlie 
thre e jiri'ie lino veises, he le |iiii»'saii n|.on lanles'inii ni the (insj.el, 

I canimt hut ihiiilv th.it .ill that i .ill 'i)inii him, veist Ji’, siondies all 
that ate n|ien, [nntessed ('hi islians, ami 11 this he, the meitning “ ol 
eallino njinn him \ 11’, it m (him it must he the mt'anino of " call 

111(4 lijinn Ills name, v 'ise 1 ."., .1 |ihi',i'i' imtverv leiimte linm ‘ iianunn 
his mum, nhiih m .ised he St I’.iiil Im I'lnle'sim, 1 lit istiaiiitv 
I’im 11 I'.' If till' meaninn ni ihi' (iioj.lici ,hiel, liiimnlinin these 
words .lie taken, he iiii;(“d, I sh.dl miK sa_\, th.it it n dl he an dl tide 
Jnr in|ri|iretnio iSt I’aid, tn tie iiji his iise id anv It\t, lie Ininas nnl 
nf the < dd rislameiit, tn that nliieli is tjikeii In hi' tin ineaiiiji(4 ol it 
then. \\ e need i;n no fartliei .01 an ev-.miple than tin'tiih, 7 th, and 
Stll Vei.ses nf this ehaptei, nlin li 1 desiie anv niie tn lead as tliey 
stand, .I’ent .v.x.\ 11 11 .) and see nhetJier St. J’.iiil uses them heie, 

111 the same sense ’ If the I'idilni still insists ii[inii the ai'cnrae} nf 
the tiaiislatinn of the Jihiase '' nail ii|inn the n.ime nl Jesiis Inuiid lu 
theveisinn he nillJ hnjie reler to Matlien \ 10,41 .iiid II “lie 
th.'it rctcoetli vuu, leeeiveth ate and hi'th.it leieivcth me. roreitfelli 
in'ni ihni . lit me Hc that irr, ivrih, a piophei ifi the name of a 
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prophet, ekhU receive a prophet’s ren^ard ; Sx. And whos^jever shall 
give to drink unto one of these little ones a cup of cold water only in 
the name of a discijde, verily J say unto you, he shall in no wise 
lose his reward —when he will perceive that calling on the name of 
Jesus, as l)eing the Messiah sent by God, is an indirect call on the 
name of (hxl; in the same manner as one’s yielding to a general sent 
by a king amounts to his suljmission to the king himself, and seel res 
for him the same favour of the king as if he hail yielded directly to 
the sovereign. 

'fhe Editor then quotes Amos iv. 13, perhaps on account of i ts 
containing the phrase, “declaring unto man what is his thought.’’ A s 
I have noticed this subject already, oftener than once, I w'ill nc t 
return to it here. 

He again quotes Zech. iii. 2: “ And .lehovali said unto iSatan 
Jehovah rebuke thee, O Satan ; even Jehovah that hatli chosen Jen> 
ealem, rebuke thee: is not this a brand plucked out of the fire'r ” 
The Editor then proceeds to say, that “ this passage, with ch ii. 8. 
‘Thus saith the Lord of hosts. After the glory hath he sent me,’ a 
ch. liii. 7, ‘Awake, O sword, against my shepherd, against the man 
•who is my fellow, saith the Ixjrd of hosts,’ forms anotlicr three-fo d 
•testimony of the distinct personality of the son, and his equality 
with the Father.’’ 1 am unable to discover exactly what the Editor 
intends by his two first quotations. With respect to the former, 
that “Jehovah said unto Satan, Jehovah rebuke thee,’’ &c the Editor 
must be well aware that God speaks of himself, very frequently, 
throughout the sacred books, in the third person, instead of the first. 
Isaiah li. I; “Hearken to me, ye that follow after righteousness, ye that 
•seek the Lord,” &c. lo : “But I am tlie Lord thy God, that divided the 
sea, whose waves roared: The Lord of hosts is hie name.” Even in 
this very book of Zechariah, we fmd tliat the prophet speaks of him¬ 
self sometimes in the third person. Zech. 1. 7 : “ In the second year 
of Darius, came the word of Jehovah unto Zechariah,” &c. vii. 8: 

■“ And the word of the Lord came unto Zechariah, saying,” &c. 
Neither God’s nor Zechariah’s speaking of himself, in the third person, 
in poetical language, can be construed into a proof of the plurality 
of either of their persons, or of the equality of either with some other 
being. The fact is that Z^hariah prophesies, in the second year 
Darius, Lng of Persia, of the Lord’s wiU to build the second tempi 
• ierusalem, by Joahua, Zerubbabel, and Semuh; and to nbukr 
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S<itaD, who wooki discoarage Joshua, the high-priest, from that 
undertaking; as is evident from the following passage Zeeh. i. 1: 

“ In the eighth month, in the second year of Darius, came the word 
of the Lord, to Zechariah,” &c. 16: “ Therefore, thus saith the 
Lord, I am returned to Jerusalem with mercies; my house shall be 
built in it, saith the Lord of hosts, and a line shall be stretched forth 
upon Jerusalem." ii. 2: “ Then said I, Whither goest thou ? And 
he said unto me, To measure Jerusalem," Ac. iii. 1, 2 : " And he 
shewed me Joshua the high-priest standing before the angel of the 
Lord, and Satan standing at his right hand to resist him. And the 
Lord said unto S3,tan, The Lord rebuke thee, 0 Satan ; even tlie Lord 
that hath chosen Jerusalem, rebuke thee: is not this a brand plucked 
out of the fire ?” As to Zerubbabel the prophet says, iv. 9, " Tlie 
hands of Zerubbabel have laid the foundation of this house; his 
hands shall &ho finish it," Ac. Respecting Semuh, vi. 12, 13, " Thus 
speaketh the Lord of hosts, saying. Behold the man whose name is 
Semuh; and he shall grow up out ol his place, and ye shall build 
the temple of the Lord : Even he sliall build the temple of the Lord : 
and he shall bear the glory, and shall sit and rule upon his throne ; 
and he shall be a priest upon his throne; and the counsel of peace 
shaTl be between them both,"—that is between Semuh and Joshua, 
mentioned in the immediately preceding verse 11. In the Er glish 
version the meaning of the name of Semuh is used, viz., “ Br..' ''ch,” 
instead of Semuh itself, both here and in ch. iii. 8, and the con 'tien- 
tators choose to apply the name thus translated to Jesus, tljotv'ti no 
instance can be adduced of Jesus Christ’s having been so called, and 
tliough the prophet expressly says, in ch. vi. 12, “ whose name is 
Semuh.” He is speaking of the SKf)OND building of the temple, which 
began in the reign of Darius, king of Persia, long beiore the birth of 
Cluist. Vide the whole book of Zechariah. 

The second quotation is “ For thus saith the Lord of hosts. After 
the glory hath he sent me unto the nations which spoiled you; for he 
that toucheth you, toucheth the apple of his eye.” (ii. 8.^ The pro¬ 
phet here communicates to the people the wortls of God, that “after 
he has sent me with his will, to the nations who tyrannize over Israel, 
that*^' he who touches Israel touches the apple of his own eye." 

• The ill the onginiil Hebrew '.ijjiiirii-K " iliut " oh well ne ' /or." .See Piirkhurht'<t 
Hebrew Lexictw. 
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/ec'kaiiali very oftea, in his book, introduces himself as being sent by 
God: but hotv the Editor, from the circumstances, infers the separate 
•>ersonality of the Son, of his equality with the Father, he will, I 
hope, explain. If he insists upon the eqtiality of the Most High, with 
that of him who says, in the verse in question, " After,the glory hath 
he sent me,” (upon some ground that we know nothing of,) he would 
be sorry to find at last, that he equalizes Zechariah, instead of Jesus, 
witli Goil. I will, according to the plan already adopted, notice the 
third quotation, “ Awake, O sword,” (xiii. 7,) in a subsequent cliapter 
among the other passages alluded to in the second chapter of this 
work 



CHAPTER IV 

On the Editor's Rcydies to the Arguments contained in Chapter II 
of the Second Appeal. 

To my inquiry in tlie Second Appeal, " Have we not his (Christ’s) 
own express and often repeated avowal, that all the powers he mani¬ 
fested were committed to him as the Son, by the Father of the 
universe ?” the Editor thus replies in the negative (p. 588): “ No;— 
that he was appointed by the P'atlier to act as mediator between him 
and sinners, we have already seen; for without this he could have 
been no mediator between his Father and Jiis offending creatures.” 
avery unbiassed man may easily pronounce, whether it is consistent 
with any rational idea of the nature of the Deity, that God should 
be appointed by God, to “ act tlie part of a mediator,” by “ laying 
aside liis glory, and taking on himself the from of a servant and 
may discern, whether it is not most foreign to the notion of the 
immutable God, that circumstances could produce such a change in 
the condition of the Deity, as that he should have been not only 
divested of his glory for more than thirty years, but even subjected 
to servitude ? Are not the ideas of supreme dominion and t^t of 
subjection, just as remote as the east from the west? Yet the 
Editor says, tliat while he was stripping himself of his glory, and 
♦.Unj r upon himself the form of a servant, he was just as much 
Jehovah as before. 

The Editor, in common with other Trinitarians, conceives, that 
God the Son, equally with God the Father, (according to their mode of 
expression) is possessed of the attributes of perfection, such as mercy, 
justice, righteousness, truth, <kc., yet he represents them so diffe- 
rently as to ascribe to the Father strict justice, or rather vengeance; 
and to the Son, unlimited mercy and forgiveness, that is the Father, 
the first person of the Godhead, having been in wrath at the sinful 
conduct of his offending creatures, found his mercy so resisted, by 
justice that he could not forgive them at all, through mercy, unless 
he satisfied his justice by inflicting punishment upon these guilty 
men; but the Son, the second person of the Godhead, though dia- 
pleased at the sins of his offending creatures, suffered his mercy to 
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overcome justice, and by offering his own l)](Mxi as an atonement 
for their sins, he has obtained for them pardon without luinishinent; 
and by means of vicarious sacrifice, reconciled them to tlic Fatlicr, 
and satisfied his justice and vengeance. If the justice of ihc Father 
fiid not permit his pardoning sinful creatures, and .ecouciliiig them 
to himself, in compliance with his mercy, unless a vicarious -sacrifice 
was made to him for tlieir sins ; how was the jxistice of the Son pre¬ 
vailed upon by his mercy, to admit their panlon, and their j econciliatiou 
to himself, without any sacrifice, offered to him as an atoucincnt for 
their sins? It is then evident, tliat, according to the system of 
Trinitarians, the Sun had a greater portion of mercy than the Fathei, 
to oppose to his justice in having his sinful creatures jiardoned, 
without suffering them to experience individual punishment. Arc 
these the doctrines on which genuine Christianity is founded ? (lod 
forbid! 

If the first person be acknowledged to be possessed f)f mercy 
equally with the second, and that he, through his infinite mercy 
towards his creatures, sent the second to offer his blood as an atone¬ 
ment for tlieir sins, we must then confess that the mode of the 
operation and manifestation of mercy by the first is strange, and 
directly opiH)8ite to that adoi>fed by the secoiid, who manifested 
his mercy even by the sacrifice of life, while tlie first person dis¬ 
played his mercy only at the death of the second, without subjecting 
hinihelf to any humiliation or pain. 

bi answer to the Editor’s position, that Jesus, even as a mediator, 
was possessed of everj' power and perfection that was inherent in his 
divine nature, I only beg to remind him of a few sacred passages 
among many of a similiar nature : John, iii. 3,'): “The Father loveth 
the Son, and hath given all things into his hand.” Ch. xvii. 22 : “And 
the glory which thou gavest me, 1 have given them,” &c. Ch. v. 26: 
“For as the Father hath life in himself, so hath he atVE.v to the Son 
to have life in himself.” Luke, i. 32 : “ And the Loni God shall give 
unto him the thi-one of his father David.” Matt., ix. 8 ; “ Hut when 
the multitude saw it, tliey mamdletl, and glorified God, who had given 
such power to sikn.” Ch. xxviii. IS: “Jesus came, awl spake unto 
them, saying. All power is given unto me in heaven and in earth.” 
On tnese texts I tmst no commentary is necessary to enable any one 
to determine whether all the power and glory that Jesus enjoyed 
were given him by G<h 1, or were inherent in liis own natuie. 
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The Editor again denies Christ’s having “possessed a aingje 
power, perfection or attribute, which was not eternally inherent in his 
divine nature," and defies me “ to point out one attribute of perfection 
in the Fatlier, which from scripture test’mony the Son has not been 
already shewn to possess." I, therefore, take upon myself to point out 
a few instances which I hope will convince the Editor that the peculiar 
attributes of God were never ascribed to Jesus, nor to any other 
human being who may have been, like Jesus, figuratively called gods 
in scriptural language. In the first place, the attribute of being the 
‘‘Most High" or by which the supreme Deity is distinguished 

above all gods, is not found once ascribed to Jesus, though invariably 
applied to the Father throughout the scriptural writings. Secondly, 
Jesus was never called almighty, or a term peculiarly used for 
the Deity. Nay, moreover, he expressly denies being possessed of al¬ 
mighty power. Matt., xx. 23: “ But to sit on my right hand, and on 
my left, i.s not mi.vi: to (an:, but to them for whom it is prepabed of 
.MY Father." Ch. xxvi. “ Thinkest thou that I cannot now pray 
to MY FATHER, Bnd hr shall presently lavE me more than twelve legions 
of angels?” John, xi 41Then th ey took away the stone from the 
l>lace Nvhere the dead was laid ; and Jesus lifted up his eyes, and said 
Father, i thank th<r that thou hast heard me ” He also denies his 
omniscience. Mark, xiii. 32 : “ But of that day and that hour knoweth 
no man ; no, not the angels which are in heaven, neither the Son, but 
the Father.” Any being, if not supreme, almighty, and omniscient, and 
more ■esi)ecially, one subjected to the transitions of birth and death, 
iiiiiht, Imwever higldy exalted, even by 'he title of a god, and though 
for ages endowed with all power in h-wven and in earth, be considered 
a createil being, and like all creatures, be in the end, as the apostle 
declares, subject to the Creator of all things. Besides, in the creed 
which the generality of 'J'riuitariaus profess, God is described as self- 
existent, having proceeded from none ; but the Son, on the contrary, 
is represented as proceeding from the Father. Here even the orthodox 
amongst Christians ascribe ihe attribute of self-existence to the 
Father of the universe alone. 

In iiiy Second Appeal I observed, that “ the sun, although he is the 
most powerful and most splendid of all known created beings, has 
yet no claim to be considered identical in nature with God, who has 
given to the sun all the heat," &c. ; to which the Editor replies, 

“ What is the sun to his Maker 9”—T wish he had ako added, “ but 
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ih»t whicth a ton and ereatore is to his Father and Creator ?'* When 
again inquires, saying, ** If the sun has no claim lo Godhead, has 
its Maker none ?” (alluding to C!krist,) he might have recollected that 
neither the sun nor Jesus has ever arrogated to himself Godhead, 
but that it is their worshippers that have advanced doctrines ascribing 
Godhead and infiiute perfection to these finita objects. Notwith* 
standing that we daily witness the power of the glorious sun in 
bringing into life, and preserving to maturity an infinite variety of 
vegetable and animal objects, yet our gratitude and admiration 
recognize in him only a being instrumental in the hands of God, and 
we offer worships and duty to him alone who has given to the sun all 
the light land animating warmth which he sheds on our globe. On 
the same ground, whether we understand from scriptural authority, 
that the supreme Deity made through Jesus Christ all the things 
belongi'^-S to the Christian dispensation, or ever 3 rthing relating to 
tills visitie world, (as interpreted by the ruorshippers of Jpsus,) we 
must not in either case, esteem him as the supreme Deity, in 
whose h%i(i he is represented by the same Scriptures but as an ins- 
trument. 

The ^itor says, that though the power of effecting a material 
change, ^thout the aid of physical means, be peculiar to God, ** yet 
this pow^r Christ not only possessed, but bestowed on his apostles.” 
Supposing Jesus alone had the power of effecting material changes 
vrithout the eij of physical means, and of bestowing on others the same 
gift, it c^oid have proved only his being singular in the enjojrment of 
this peeuliar blessing of God and not his being identical or equal 
^th ^Sm who conferred snoh a power on him ; but it is notorious 
Jesus was not at all peculiar in this point. Were not the 
trades performed by Joshua and Elijha, as wonderful as those done 
ly Jesus ? Did not Elijah bestow on his servant Elisha the power of 
.Meeting changes without physical means by putting his own spirit 
on him ? Is Elijah, from the possession of this power, to be consi¬ 
dered an incarnation of the supreme Deity ? 2 Kings, ii. 9 ; “ And it 
came to pass when they (Elijah and Elisha) were gone over, that 
Elijah said unto Elisha, Ask what I shaU do for thee before I be 
taken away from thee. And Elisha said, I pray thee, let a double 
portion of thy spirit be upon me. 10. And he said. Thou hast asked 
a hard thing, nevertheless if thou see me when I am taken from thee, 
it thaU he to unto thee; but if not, it shall not be so. 11. And Elijah 
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waB taken up by a whirlwind into heaven, 12. And EUsha saw it, 
and he cried. My father, my father ” &c. 14: " And when he had 
smitten Ae waters, they parted hither and thither, and Elisha went 
over. in. When the sons of the prophets saw him, they said, The 
spirit of Elijah doth rest on Elisha. And they came to meet him, 
and bowed tliftmselves to the ground before him.” Besides, we 
find in the evangelical writings, that notwitlistanding the power of 
performing miracles given by Jesus to his apostles, they could 
not avail themselves of such a gift, until their faith in God was 
become firm and complete: it is t lence evident that God is the only 
source of the power and influence tiiat one creature has over another. 
Matt., X. I: “ And when he had called unto him his twelve disciples, 
he gave them power against unclean spirits, to cast them out. and to 
heal all manner of sickness, and, all manner of disease.” Ch. xvii 
16: “ And I brought him (the lunatic child) to thy disciples, and 
they could not cure him.” 19: “Then came the disciples to 
Jesus apart, and said, Why could not we cast him out ? 2f). -Vnd 
Jesus said unto them. Because of your unbelief; for verily I say unto 
you. If ye have faith as a grain of mustard seed, ye shall say unto 
this mountain, Remove hence to another place, and it shall remove, 
and nothing shall be impossible unto you. 21. ilowbeit this kind 
goeth not out but by •prayer and fasting.” Mark, xi. 22: “ And 
Jesus answering saith unto them (his disciples,) Have faith in God. 
23. For verily I say unto you, that whosoever shall say unto this 
mountain. Be thou removed,” Ac. 

In ray Second Appeal I mentioned, that it is evident from the 
first chapter of Genesis, tliat “ in the beginning of the creation, God 
bestowed on man his likeness, and sovereignty over all living crea¬ 
tures. Was not his o\>n likeness, and that dominion, peculiar to 
God, before mankind were made partakers of them ? Did God then 
deify man by such a mark of distinction ?” On which the Editor 
thus remarks: “It is in reality asking, Did God make him cease to 
be a creature by thus creating him ? We presume he expects no 
answer.” If the Editor acknowledges that God, by bestowing on 
man his peculiar likeness and dominion, did not make him cease to 
be a creature, is he not, according to the same p inciple, obliged to 
admit the opinion, that although God raised Jesus above all, and 
bestowed on him a portion of his peculiar power and in^ucnce, yet 
he did not make him cease to be a creatuie ? 
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In my Second Appeal, I selected nineteen passages out of many, 
in which Jesus distinctly disavows the divine nature, and manifests 
his subordination to God; to which the Editor replies. “ They can 
prove nothing to his purpose, till they shew that his thus becoming 
incartante, changed that divine nature which he possessed from 
eternity,” Ac. I therefore take upon myself to ask the Rev. Editor, 
whether the following passages found among those already quoted, 
do not prove the entire humanity of the Son, or (in the words of the 
Editor) a complete change in his divine nature if he was ever pos¬ 
sessed of it? “As the Father gave me eownandmeat, even so I do. 

“ I CAN OF NINE OWN SELF DO NOTHlNO." “ All that tlie Father giveth 


me shall come to me.” “As my Father hath taught me 1 spedh these 
things." “ 2o my Father and your Father, and to my God 
God.” “ Behold my servant whom I have chosen.” If these decla¬ 
rations do fall short of shewing the human nature of tlie person w'ho 
afBrms tliem, I, as well as the Editor, should be at a loss to point 
out any saying of any of the preceding prophets, that might tend to 
substantiate their humanity. The Editor may perhaps say, after the 
example of his orthodox friends, that these, as well as other sayings 
to the same effect, proceeded from Jesus in his human capacity. I 
shall then entreat the Editor to shew me any authority in the 


scriptures, distinguishing one class of the sayings of Jesus Christ, as 
man, from another set of the same author as God. Supposing Jesus 
was of a two-fold nature, divine and human, as the Editor believes 
him to be, his divine nature in this case, before his appearance in 
this world, must be acknowledged perfectly pure and unadulterated 
by humanity. But after he had become incarnate, according to the 
Editor, was he not made of a mixed nature of God and man, possess¬ 
ing at one time both opposite sorts of consciousness and capacity ? 
Was tliere not a change of a pure nature into a mixed one ? I will 
not, however, pursure the subject further now, as I have already 
fully noticed it in another place. The Editor adverts here to Heb.. 
i. 10 ■ 1 Cor., XV. 24, 2J ; but as I have examined the fonner and the 
latter in other places I will not revert to the consideration of them iu 


this place. , 

At p. BS9. the Editor thus censures me : “ To say that in the 
mouth of the Father, ‘for ever and ever’ means only a limited period, 
is to destroy the eternity of God himselfand he quotes, "Jeliovah 
shall reign for ever and ever.” I have shown by numerous instances, 
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oth ID my Second and in the present Appeal, that tlie term? ‘ foi ever, 
everlasting,” when applied to any one e..r.cepl Uml, signify lung 
luration : I therefore presume to think that the Editor miglit have 
spared this censure as being altogether umleservefi Pwill hen', liow- 
ever, point out one or two more passiiges in the mouth of the Fallici, 
which contain the term “fi>r ever," and in which it can imply only 
long duration. Gen., xvii. 8 . “Anti I will give unto tlieh, am! unto 
thy seed after tlice-all the land of Canaan, for an ei'eihulliKj (los- 
session.” der., vii. 7 . “Ti»en will J cause you to dwell in lliis place 
in the land that I gave to your fathers forever and Dan., vii. 

18 ; “But tlie saints of the .Most High shall take the kingdttm forever, 
even for ever and ever.” Is the land of Canaan flow in jmisscsssioii 
of Israel; and will it remain in their possession after all rule, autho¬ 
rity, and power have been p.it down, and after the Sou li.is dcii/cred 
up his kingfloni to Gfxl the Father of the univer.se 1 Cor ^4. !?8. 

The Editor in the course of this discussion notices Philip , li 6. 
whence he concludes that .fesus was in the form of (iod, and thought 
it not robbery to be equal with God, yet took upon himself the form 
of a servant, and became obedient to death : I will, therefore, flrsl 
give Uie verse as it stands in the English version, and for. the 
purpose of shewing the gradual progress of truth, I will add some 
subsequent translation of the same verse, by eminently learned Trini¬ 
tarian authors, and linally transcribe it as found in tin* oiiginal 
Greek, with a verbal tran^lation. 

English version : Philip, ii (i: " Who, being in the form of God, 
thought it not robljery to be equal wdth God.” 

Secondly. In a new translation from the original Greek, by 
fames .Macknight. D. T*., verse 0 thus stands: “Who living in the 
form of God, did not tliink it robbeiy to be like Gixl.” So dohu 
Parkhurst, M. A., the author of a Greek and English Lexicon 
to the New Testament wlio was also an orthodo.x writer, thus 
translates, cr'nforiuably to the opinion of Di-s. Doddiid.gc and 
Whitby, two other celebrated orthodox writers, (p. .lii?): “ I'liilip, it 
6, TO €ivai taa Beio to be as God. So lira Btm is most exactly lendeied, 
agreeably to tlie force of lo-a iu many places in the L.KX., winch 
Whitby has collected in his note on this place. The proper Greek 
phrase for equal to G(>‘l is iirov tw Bay, which is used in John, v. 18 ; 
‘Therefore the dews sought the more to kill him, because he not only 
had broken the sabbath, but said also that God was hi.s Fatlici 
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making himself equal with God.’ (Thie is not the only instance in 
which the Jews misunderstood Jesus, for in many other insiances they 
misconceived his meaning. John, ii. 19, 21^ vi. 41, 42, 52, 60.) 

The term, “ to be like God,” as it is used by several orthodox 
wnters, neither amounts to an identity of one with the other, nor 
does it prove an equality of the former with the latter. Gen., i. 26: 
"God said. Let us make man in our image, and after our likenets" 
1 Chron., xii. 22: “ At that time, day by day, there came to David to 
help him, until it was a great host, like the host of God.’ Ch. xxvii. 
23: “ The Lord had said that he would increase Israel like to the 
stars of heaven.” Zech., xii. 8: “In that day shall the Lord defend 
the inhabitants of Jerusalem, and he that is feeble among them at 
that day shall be as David : and the house of David sliall be as God, 
<is the angel of the T.ord before them.” 1 John, iii. 2: “ But we know 
that when he shall appear, we shall be like him," Ac, 

Another Trinitarian author, Schleusner in his Lexicon to the New 
Testament renders the passage “ Non liabuit privds' loco similitu- 
dinem cun Deo,” “ He did not esteem likeness to Gfd in the place of 
a prey.” The substance of tliis translation is adopted in the Improved 
Version of tiie New Testament. 

Tliirdly. The original Greek runs thus : 

1 2 1 5 (i 7 .*> S to IJ 12 

■05 ftopffyi) <f)eov vnap)^tov oy^, a'pTrayfiov rf'yr/frat o ro nvai ura 6im 

1 2 3 4 ;') (1 ' .s ;) Ul J1 12 

•“Wh(. in form of 6o<l being, not robberj' thouglit the being like Gkxl.” 
Which words, arranged according to the English Idiom, will run thus: 
“ Who being in the form of God, did not think of ” the robbery the 
being like God.” This interpretation is most dcfisively confirmed by 
the cemtext of thi' verse in question. Verse 3 of the sanie Ghapter : 
“ Let nothing be done through strife or vainglory ; bu* in lowliness 
of mind, let each esteem others better than themselves." Verse 4 ; 
“ Look not every man on his own things, but every man also on the 
things of others.” Verse 5 ; “ Let this mind be in you ichiehwas also 
in Christ Jesus " Verse 6 ; “ Who, being in the fonii of God, did not 
think of the robbery of being like God.” Verse 7 : “Bot made him¬ 
self of no reputation, and took ujKin him the form of a servant and 

• M’e find thn vci 1> rfytopai iniiilyiiig to csteniii ah well ,i» to think, with n Bimple 
accusative, 2 Pet., lii. 9: mrwtiBpa^vrrpraij'lovvrai. ' as joaie iwiuountsladatess" 
(protwily speaking, " think of alaokneas’'). 
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was made in the likenesa of men.” Wliere the senso (if a passa^;e if> 
complete without introducing an additional won! more than is cv 
pressed, no one, unless devoted to the support of soim )wrtjculiii 
doctrine, would think of violating fidelity to the original text by 
interpolation in the translation. Here tlie apostle retiuires of u^ 
to esteem others belter than ourselves, according to the example nl 
humility displayed by Jesus, who notwithstanding liis Goilly appi.i- 
rance, never thought of those perfections by whii'h he apiiroachod 
man’s ideas of God, but even made himself of no leputation. It 
would be absurd to point out one’s own opinion of liis equality with 
God as an instance of humility. How can wt' bo lollowing tin 
example of Christ, in thinking others better than ourselvis, if iu, 
as the orthodox say, did not think even his Father higher than him- 
self ? We, however, must not suffer ourselves as to be rni-iled b\- 
any such orthodox interpretation, to entertain so erroneous an idea 
of Chiist’s opinion of him.ielf, hearing in mind that Icsus hiTuself 
proclaims, ” My Father is greater than I.” John, xiv. I’.S. 

No one can be at a loss to understand the diffcrciii e of es^cin e 
between Christ and his Creator God, implied in the jdirasc, “ bcin;' 
in the form of God,” as the distinction between “ being God,” ai. I 
“being iu the form of God,” is too obvious to need illustratioji Em u 
P arkhurst, one of the most sealous advocates for the Trinlly. ilainglii 
it absurd to lay stress on the term “ being in the form of Coil,” in 
support of the Deity of Jesus Christ. (See p. 44.j.j “ /xopt/nj, j.crlt!i]is 
from the Hebrew FIMTO apptarance and JIB Outward 

appearance, ‘form,’ which last word is from the Litiii forma, and this, 
by transposition, from the Doric vop<f>o for Maik, \vi. 1:1, 

(comp. Luke, xxiv. 13) Philip., ii. 6, 7, where the UUi verse refer.' 
not, I apprehend, to Christ’s being real and essential God, or .lehovak, 
(though that he is so, is the foundation of Christianity) but to liis :;h>- 
rious appearance, as God, before an<l nnder the Mosai*- dispensation ” 

Should any one, in defiance of the common acceptation ol the 
word " form,” and of every autliority, insist upon its implying real 
essence in the phrase, “ being in the form of God,” he must rceeiw 
it in the same sense in the following verse, “ took upon himself the 
form of a servant and he must then admit ami lielieve that t’lirisi 
wae possessed of the real essence of God and the real essence of a 
servant. How can we reconcile real Godhead with real seiviludc, 
even for a moment? 
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Nor can the phrase, “ Was made in the likeness of man,” in verse 
7, be admitted to identify him with Jehovah, any more than we can 
allow that Samson is so identified by the use of the parallel the ex¬ 
pression in Judges, xvi. 7 and 17 ; “ I shall be weak, and be as a man 
“ And be like any man.” In Jie English version, the word other 
is found ; that is, ” be like anotfier man which is not warranted 
by the original Hebrew, as Mr. Brown, sn orthodox commentator, 
justly remarks in the margin. 

The Editor says (p. J90) “ Relative to Clirist’s being tlie first¬ 
born of every creature, we reply with Dr. Owen, whose work on 
Socinianism has never been answered—‘ It is not said Christ is 
irpivroxrtsof ^first-created, bxit irpiurorairos the frst-hom ; and Christ 
is BO the first-bom, as to be the only-begotten Son of God, is so the 
first of every creature, that is, he is before tliem all, above tliein ail, 
heir to them all, and so no one of them.” Although both “ first- 
created,” and “ first-born,” from the common acceptation of these 
words, equally imply a created nature, yet the reason for St. Paul’s 
choice of the word “ first-born ” is obvious: for when used in reference 
to a creation not produced in the natural course, first-born signifies 
superiority to other creatures of the same class, and not ‘‘an only- 
begotteu aon,” as Dr. Owen and the Editor seem to suppose. I will 
here point out the sense in which the word “first-born” is used in the 
Scriptures, when obviously not relating to natural birth. Exod., iv. 
22, we find in the mouth of Jehovah himself, Israel, designated b;^ 
the terms, ‘‘my sou, even my,first-born.’ Again, Jer., xxxi. 9 ; “I 
am a fatlier to Israel, and Ephraim is my,first-born.” Psalm, Ixxxix. 
27 ; “I will make him (David) my first-bom, higher than the kings of 
the earth." And now I will take upon myself to ask the.Editor, whether 
Israel, as well as David, was so “first-bom” as “to be the only-begotten 
son of God,” and was also “before all the creatures above them all, 
heir to them all, and so no one of them ;” or whether the designation 
was not rather applied both to the nation and to the individual because 
they were principal persons, and to shew that they were respectively 
chosen of God above the rest of his creation ? Rom., viii. 29: “ For 
whom God did foreknow, he also did predestinate to be conformed 
to the image of his Son, that he raigfit be the first-born among many 
BRETHREN.” St. John defines what would be understood by the term 
“ to be horn of God." Vide-l John, iv. 7: “ Beloved, let us love (me 
another; for love is of God, and everu one that f/weth is bom of Ood, 
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and knoweth God.” Hence Jesus is considered and declared to be 
the head of the children of God. So the term "only-beg«)ttfB son " 
eigniBes most beloved among children, whether natural or spiritual, 
and not an only son of a father; as we find, in Heb., ^i. 17, tliis very 
term applied to Isaac, though Abraham had another sou by llagar. 

As to his assertion, “ Christ is no one of them,” (that is, of crea¬ 
tures) I only quote a few passages in which Jcmis himself and his 
apostles enumerated him as “ one of them.” Matt., xxv. 40: “Verily, 
I say unto you, inasmuch as ye have done it unto one of tl>e least 
of these my hrahren, ye have done it unto me.” Here it is the King 
and Lord, sitting upon the tlmme of his glory at the last day, who 
is represented as styling the p(X)r and helpless his brethren. Ch 
xxviii. 10: “ Then said Jesus unto them. Be not afarid : Go Jind tell 
my brethren that they go into Galilee ; and there shall they .see me ’’ 
John, XX. 17 : “But go to my brethren, and say unto them, 1 ascend 
to my Father and your Father, and to my God and your God.” J 
Cor., ix. 5 : “ As the hrethren of the Lord and Cephas." Hch., ii. 11 : 
“ For he that sanctifieth, and they that are sanctified, are all of otw 
(Father); for which cause he is not ashamed to call them brethren." 
Verse 12 : “ Saying I wiU declare thy name unto vnj hrethren. Jn 
the midst of the church will I sing pmise unto tliee.” 

As to the Editor’s reliance on the subse(pienf vers«-s to shew that 
the creation of all things was effected by Christ. I refer my readers 
to p. 3oS of this Essay, where I obseive, that the aiK»stle Paul 
means, in tins' passage, only the creation of all the tilings in the 
Christian dispensation, as is explained in Kph., i. 21, 22, which 
represent Jesus as head over all things belonging U» iln- church. 
1 need not renew the subject of Revelations, repeated by the Editor, 
as 1 have already examined it. 

I have shewn, that whatever power Jesus possessed either as 
man. Son of man, God, or Son of God, he receiveil the .same from 
the Father of the universe ; tlierefore the assertion of the Editor, that 
(“ certain poweis were conferred on Jesus, not as a man, hut as the 
Messiah, Christ, the anointed Son of God”) is I presume, one of the 
mysteries of the doctrine of Trinity. How can the Editor reconcile 
the passages, quoted in my Second Aj>peal, to this assertion 'f l.«i 
him answer what is there advanced, in the course of the dLscus- 
sion of this very subject, of a few points ot which 1 beg lo remind 
him. 
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latly. “ Id John, xvii. 5, ‘ And now, 0 Father, glorify me with 
thine ownself, with the glory which I had with thee before the world 
was,' with the same breath with which he prays for glory, he identi¬ 
fies the nature in which he does so, with that under which he lived 
with Qod before Uie-creation of the world.’’ is not this petition to 
Qod for gloiy, by the same person, who says he was with Ood before 
the foundation of the world ? Was he, before the foundation of the 
world, a man, or of a twofold nature, human and divine ? If he was 
Qod almighty before the foundation of the world, how could that God 
implore another being for the restoration of the glory, which he at 
one time had, but lost subsquently? 

2ndly. In Jolm, viii. 42, Jesus declares, that he came not of him¬ 
self, but that God sent him. Does not he avow here, that his coming 
to this world was not owing to his own will, but to the will of another 
being? Was he not entirely at the disposal of God, the Most High, 
eA'en before lus coming into this world? In Heb., x. 5-7, the apostle 
declares, that Jesus, at the time of his coming to the world, saith, 
that God had prepared him a body, and that he comes to the world 
to do the will of God, Had he been Qod before be had come to this 
world, how could he, in common with all other creatures, attribute 
his own actions to the will of the Supreme Disposer of all the events 
of the universe ? 


llie Editor next quotes a part of Heb., i. 12, “Thou art the 
This I have fully noticed in another place. 

The disapproves highly of my assertion, 'in the Second 

Appea^ “ Christ was vested witih glory from the loginning of the 
t therefore beg to quote one or two scriptural passages, 
which, 1 assertion. 1 John, ii. 13 : “I write 

unto you, fati^rs, because ye have known him that is from the beginn¬ 
ing. fiev., ii. 14 • Tbeae things saith the Amen,—the beginning 
of the creation ( €k 4 .'’ 

The Editor intjjat j imye contradicted myself by “ridi¬ 
culing t^ idea of Christ’s having two natures,” after I had declared 
that Cl^t “ lived wltt Qod before the creation of the wcarld,” and 
**** _^oidd have b en idle to have informed them, (the Jews,) 
that, in his mere corpc real nature, Jesirt was inferior to his Maker, 
and it must, therefore, h«ve been his spiritual nature, of which he 
hwavOTwd his inferiority to God.” I eaimot perceive what contradic¬ 
tion there Is in the assertion, that Christ lived in the divine purpose 
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and decree ** before the world was, and that he, not merely tm a man, 
before the asaumin^ of the office of the Messiah, was inferior to hia 
Creator, but that ne was so even after he had been endowed with tha 
Holy Spirit in the river of Jordan, and with the power of performing 
miracles, which is said to be a spiritual gift. Supposing he, like 
Adam, lived with God before his coming into this world, (according 
to the doctrines maintained by some < 'hristians,) and afterwards was 
sent to the world, in tbe body of Jesus, for ellecting human salvation, 
ns John the Haptist was esteemed to be Elij;.n, even .this doctnne 
does not preclude us from rejecting the idea of a two-fold nature of 
God and man. 

The Editor says, that when “he‘(Jesus) emptied himself of hia 
glory, did he la\ aside his divine nature, of whiclr his glory was 
merely a shadow?" and tlien he recommends me to reflect fora 
moment, on what tlie term glory implies; “ imderstood eitlier of 
praise or grandeur, it is merely the reflection or indication of a 
glorious nature.” 1 have reflected, for some years past, aud do now 
seriouslv relleci, cn tlie divine nature, hut I find it inconsistent witli 
any idea T can admit of the eternal and uncliangeable Almighty, 
that he should empty himself of his gloiy, (call it praise or grandeur, 
which yon like,) though for a season, and should afterwards ofier 
supplications for tlie same glory to himself, as if another being; 
addressing that other self as his own father; since God is often 
declared to have hardened the heart of man so as to disqualify tnem 
from perceiving his glory, instead of having degraded himself by 
setting aside his own title to praise, or the grandeur which is inherent 
in his nature 

The Editor adds, “ If it was deserved glmy*, it was tliat of which 
his nature was worthy and the Father’s giving it to him, when no 
being existed beside the soared three, was the Father’s attestation to 
the Son’s eternal Godhead." If the Father’s giving to Jesus deserved 
glory should be acknowledged aa amounting “ to his attestation to 

* la Joha, xvii. A He had it (the aaan glory) with the Fulher brlore iIh.- world wiut, 
that i«, ill the FatherV poipoee aad decree. la the laugtuige id M'l-ijitnre, uimt Cud de- 
tenniuea to bring to puva, u> rcpreaealed oa actually occomplished ; thiin, the dead are 
i«l>reeantad aa living, buke zx, 31}—38. Believen are eiioken ut oh utmuiy ghu-tiied, 
Kum., viii. 29. 3f> Thing, that aisaot, ale called an tbouith they nere, Jliau., iv. 17. 
And in i«n» 12 o{ thia diapter, Jodaa ta eaid to be d(«tru.ved, thniigb he wua ihet living; 
and ai'tiiaUy horiMraing aitii the prieeM and nilern to belru.v hi. lia>der. Set- uIko ver-o 
10: tph., i, 4 ; 3Tiu. ,i 9; llev., *iii. ^ • lick., z. 31. (Inipi'uvcil Vcfimi./ 
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the Sou’s Godhead,” we most be under the necessity of admitting 
the attestation of Jesus to the eternal Deity of his apostles, from 
the circnmstance of his haring given them the $ame deserved glory ;— 
John, xvii. 22, “ And the glory which thou hast given me I have given 
them,' &c. 

The Editor twice says, that “ Micah informs us that the Son is 
from everlasting.” I wish he had mentioned the Chapter and verse 
to which he alludes, that I might have examined the passage. 

He perhaps alludes to the phrase ” everlasting,” found in the 
English version, in Micah, v. 2: “ Out of thee shall he come forth 
unto me that is to be ruler in Israel, whose goings forth have been 
from of old, from everlasting.” I will therefore, quote Parkhurst’s 
explanation of the original Hebrew word which is translated 
in the English version “ everlastingand then notice the translation 
of this very Hebrew word, in many other instances, by the authors 
of the English version; and lastly, I will repeat the context, that my 
readers may be able to Judge whether any stress can be laid on the 
phrase alluded to by the Editor —First, from Parkhurst’s Hebrew and 
English Lexicon, 03^ and are used both as nouns and 

particles, for time hidden or concealed from man, as well indefinite, 
Gen., xvii. 8; 1 Sam., xiii. 13; 2 Sam, xii. l(t, and eternal, Gen., iii. 22, 
Psalm, ix. 8, as finite, Exod., xix. 9 ; xxi 6; 1 Sam. i. 22, compare verse 
28, I Sam. xxvii. 12; Isaiah, xxxii. 14 ; as well past, Gen, vi. 4, Deut., 
xxxli. 7; Josh., xxiv, 2; Psalm xli. 14, ciiii. 3; Prov. viii. 23, as 
future. It seems to be much more frequently used for an indefinite 
than for infinite, time. Sometimes it appears particularly to denote 
the continuance of the Jewish dispensation or age, Gen., xvii. 13, 
Exod., xii. 14. 24, xxvii. 21, and al freq., and sometimes die. period 
of time to the Jitbilee, which iras an eminent type of the completion 
of the Jewish and typical dispensation, by the coming and death of 
Christ.” Secondly, the author of this Lexicon (though dev^ed to the 
cause of the Trinity) gives the translation of the term found 

in Micah, v 2. In the course of explaining the force of the word 
says he, “ Micah, v. 1. or 2, ami his (the Messiah’s) goings 

fortli have been from of old, from the days of antiquity.*' 

Thirdly, from the Knglish version, Isaiah, Ixiii. 11, “Thenhe remem¬ 
bered the days of old," or 'O' exactly as is found in Micah, v. 2. 
I Sam., xxvii. 8, “ 1’hose nations were of old,” for the same Hebrew 
term ob^y. Deut.. xx.xii. 7 “ Reiucnibcr the days of old," for the 
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same Hebrew word. Gen.', vi. 4, “ Which were of ()ld, men .-f lenown,” 
for the same term Psalm, lxx\’ii. a, “ I have considered the 

days of old, and the years of ancient times ” Here tlie term D*lp 
which is rendered in Micah, v. 2, “ 0 / oW,” and the tenn trans¬ 
lated in the same verse ''everlasting," are both mentioned. Fourthly, 
the context is verses 2— 4 ; “ W^hose goings forth have been from of 
old, from everlasting ; therefore will he give them iip, until the time 
that she which travaileth had brought forth ; then the remnant of his 
brethren shall return unto tlie children of Israel: and he shall stand 
and feed in the strength of the Lord, in the majesty of the name of 
ihe Lord his God,” Ac. Can the phrases, “ his Ood," " in the strength 
of the Lord, " and “ his brethren," lie consistently used for one who is 
the everlasting God V If so, how can we reconcile to our understand¬ 
ing the idea of the everlasting God’s n-igning in the strength of an¬ 
other, having the Jews as his brethren, and looking up to another 
superior, who is designated by “ his God ”? If a body of men, distin¬ 
guished for their talents, learning, and situation in life, from time to 
time, be determined to support their long-established inventions, in 
defiancti of scrifiture, reason, and coninion .sense, how can truth make 
its appearance when so violently resisieil i In fact, verse 2 of Micah 
dins correctly stands : “ f)ut ot thee (Bethlehem) shall he (the last 
expected Messiah) come forth unto me that is to be ruler in Israel, 
whose sources" of springing forth have been from of ancient, froi - 
the days of old.” 

The Editor advances, that “ even son” implies an eipality 
nature with the Father certainly it does so, when referred to 0 .. 
carnally begotten, but otherwise, it signifies a distinguished creature 
1 Chron, xxviii. G: " And he said unto me, iSolomon thy son, he shall 
build my house and my courts : for 1 have chosen him to Ire my son, 
and I will be his father.” Job i. 6 ; “ When the sons of God came 
to present themselves before the Ijord,” Ac. Is Solomon, because 
he is called a son of God, to he considered a partaker of the divine 
nature ? Are the angels, designated ” the sons of God,” considered 

‘ The-eare thoseerlof Abralium iimi tli.it of thittlij’li alimli (.(kI Hcp|iirt.a, by 

Uie moudu of the uucirnt prophets, that he will raiHe tlie MewMoh to save lue world — 
yule PaukhuratH Hebrew Lezieou, " .t. The place whence luiy thing eohiea xxviii. 

Isaiah, liviii. 11, Psalm Ixv. 9, Ixxv. 7 ; iu which last passage, WJPID IX iixecl for that 
pai^t of the heuveiiM whence the (.uhir light cometh fortit, i, e the eii-t Coikp 
Psalm xix. 6, 7 ” I’arkhurst also rejects the popular meaiiing. saying, " Not his. Ve-saih ; 
eternal generation from the F.ifhsr, as this word has licen tortSre<l to signify." 
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to be of tlif sume jiatoio with ilif Oedy ? Tlio Editor, liowever, 
adds,, (p. “ Our aiitlioi hints that in the sacred writings others 

have been tenned the sons of (LkI . this, liowcver only proves, that 
(Ihrist is, by nature, the s'>n of Ood, ivliile all others are the sons 
of God by adoption, or metaphorically ” To establish Clirist’s Ijeing 
the only Son of God, he r|uotes Ibim., viii .‘’,2, in which flhrist is 
termed God’s (nni son; and dolm, i. Ifi, wdiere he says, that “the 
Holy Spirit also terms him, not merely the only son, but the only- 
begotten son of the Father" I therefore quote nere verse 32 in 
question, with the preceding verse of tlic same ('ha]>ter of Romans: 
“ What shall we then say to these tilings y Tf God he for ns, who 
can be against ns ? lie that spared not his own Son, but delivered 
him up for 'n all, liow shall he not with him also, fi-oe1y give us all 
tilings?” Here >St. I’aul pioves beyond .doubt, the unlimited mercy 
of God towards men. as manifested by his a])i>oinmeiit of his own 
Son, to save mankind from death, at tin' risk of the life of tliat son, 
witliout limiting the honour of a spiritual liirtli to desns, and denying 
to others the same distim-tion who, in coinnion with Jesus, enjoy it 
according to nnqnestiouahle sacred authorities. Dciit, xxxii. 18: 
“Of the Rock that he(jnf Ihoe thou art iminindfiil.” Kxod., iv. 22: 
“ Israel is niii son, oven my nrst-horii." 2 Sam. vii. 14: “I will 
be his (Solomon’s) father, and he shall be my snn. If he commit 
iniquity, I will chnsicii him with the rod of men, and with the 
stripes of the children of men.” itid St. Paul mean to destroy 
the validity of these, as wall as of many otlier texts to a similar effect, 
by representing L'hiist as the only being distinguished by the title 
of Son of God. and excluding angels, Adam, Israel, Solomon, and 
David, from this spritual dignity ? 1 lirnily belivo be did not. 

If a king wlio had several children, sent one of them to fight 
battles against those who committed depredations on his subjects, 
and his sou, so sent, gained a cotnplete victory in that war, but 
with the loss of his own life ; and if, witli a view to exalt or magnify 
the attachment of this sovereign to his people, one of his subjects 
declares that liis sovereign was so deeply inti'rested in the protection 
of his jieople as to send his own son, even the most beloved, to repel 
the enemies Hf the ha/.aril of his life, and that he had not spared his 
own son in securing the lives of his people- - does he confme Uie 
royal liii th to that son, or does lu' degrade other sons of the king 
from that dignity ? I beg my readers will read Rom . viii. .”.1, 32, 
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«nd reflect upon their purport. Besides, we flud in tiie orisiuud 
Hebrew, Oen., i. 27, “ Qod created man in hi$ image," and in the 
English version, “in hi$ own image.” 

Did the original writer of Genesis mean, that God created nimn 
in some fictitious or adopted image resembling that of God ? Did 
the authors of the English version violate the original construction 
by adding the word “own,” to the phrase “in his image?” Or did 
they add it only for the energy of expression ? Psalm, Ixvii. 6: “ Gtod 
even our own God, shall bless us.” Does the writer here exclude God 
from being the God of the world, by the i se of the word own in the 
verse, against the declaration of Paul ? fiom. iii. 29: “ Is he the God of 
the Jews only ? Is he not also of the Gentiles ? Yes, of the Gentiles 
also.” Or does he use this word to shew the Israelites’ especial attach* 
ment to Gtod ? In 1 Tim. i. 2, Paul uses the expression, “ Timothy, my 
own son in the faith.” Did he thereby exclude his thousands of 
spiritual disciples from being his sons in the faith ? 

In reply to his allusion to John i. 16, in which Jesus is said to be 
“ the only-begotten Son of the Father,” I beg to refer the Editor to 
Heb. xi. 17: “By faith Abraham, when he was tried, offered up Isaac; 
and he that had received the promises offered up his only-oegottea 
son.” Whence he may perceive that the phrase “only-begotten,” 
impUes only most beloved among the children, as Abraham had, at 
that time, another son beside Isaac, namely, Ishmael, by Hagar, given 
to him as his wife, Gen. xvi. 3, 15. Were we to take the word ol 
John, “ only-begotten," in its literal sense, in defiance of Heb. xi. 17, 
we must discredit the express word of God, declaring Israel his be¬ 
gotten and first-born son, and describing David to be his begotten 
son. 

It is worth noticing, that the author of the Epistle to tlie Hebrews 
applies the last phrase, “ begotten son,” in an accommodated sense, 
to Jesus, Heb. i. 5; I say in an accommodated sense, since in Psalm 
H. 7, it is David that declares, during the pfosperous time of his 
reign, “ The Lord hath said unto me. Thou art my ton, this day have 
I begotten thee.” Besides, how can the orthodox Christians, who con¬ 
sider Jesus as the begotten Son of God from eternity, wiilt consis¬ 
tency maintain the opinion, that God had begotten him, at a parti¬ 
cular day, during the reign of David ? They may, perhaps, apply some 
of their mysterious interpretations to this passage of the Psalms; but 
they will,' of course, in that case, paj-dou my inability to comprelteud 
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them. I will not return to the subject of Rev. i. 8, and Heb. i. 10, 
though the Editor recurs to them in this place. 

As to his frequent repetition of such phrases as “ Jesus is Jehovah 
Qod,” “ a tremendous being in his wrath," Ac., I only say, they are 
best calculated to work upon the minds of those that are brought up 
in the notion of the Trinity, but do not carry any weight with 
them in an argument subject to the decision of an enlightened 
public. 

I asserted in my Second Appeal, that Jesus removed the doubt 
that arose with regard to the sense in which the unity should be taken 
in John x. 30, (“ I and my father are one,") by representing the unity 
so expressed to be such as he prayed might exist amongst his apostles, 
which was, of course, the unity of will and design, and not identity 
of being, as is evident from John xvii. 11, “ that they may he one 
as we are ", and verse 22," that they may be one even as we are one 
on which the Editor makes the following remarks : 

“ The declaration, John xvii. 22, ‘ that they may be one even as 
we are one,' was made at a time, and to persons totally different from 
that in John i. 30, ‘ I and my Father are one,’ the latter was made to 
the gain 8 a 3 ring Jews, and the former in prayer to his heavenly Father; 
nor is there the least hint given that any doubt had arisen among 
the disciples respecting the expression ‘ I and my Father are one. ’ " 

It astonishes me very much to meet with a new rule laid dovm by 
tbe Editor, that no commentary upon, or explanation of a passage or 
phrase by the author of it, can have any weight, if it is made or given 
at a subsequent period in the course of a solemn prayer to Qod, or 
before a body of new hearers, without an express declaration of 
their doubts as to the meaning of it. If this rule stand good, many 
commentaries and notes by authors on their respective works must 
cease to be of use, and the universally adopted rule, that passages 
of Scripture should be explained by their reference to one another, 
must be annulled. In ch. x. 30, “ I and my Father are one," Jesus 
declares unity to subsist between himself and Ood ; and in ch. xvii. 
11 and 22, by praying that " they (his disciples) may be one, as he 
and the Father are one," he explains that the unity between him 
and the Father was of the same kind as that which he prayed to 
be granted to his disciples; hence by the unity so pray^ for, 
cannot be meant anything else than unity of will and dMign 
Although that unity may not be of the same degree that s uH iste d 
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between him and the Father, yet the force ot the canjaaotioii “ iS ” 
shews that it is of the same kind. 

-Tesns could nof mean in praying for his apostles, verse 11, an 
oni^ in nature among them, whence we might have inferred unity in 
nature between him and his Gkxl ; since they were long before this 
prayer crested in the one human nature; nor could he pray for a 
renewed spiritual nature to he given to them, (as the Editor thinks to 
be the case), because they were already endued with that spij tual 
union, as is evident from the passage of the very chapter, (xvii. 6, 8, 
^6 22), ‘ They have kept thy word.”—” And have known surely that 
I came out from thee, and they have believed that thou didst tend 
me .”—” They are not of the world, even at I am not of the world ,”— 
" The glory which thou gavest me, I have given them." Besides, 
unity in spiritual nature is not the same kind of unity which subsists 
between the individuals of one nature. 

Supposing unit}' of nature existed between Qod and Jesus Christ, 
(as the Editor believes,) in the same manner as it is foimd in one 
begotten by a man or animal and his parents, and that Tesus actually 
meant by the words, “ my Father,” in verse ■%, to affirm God to be 
his real Father, would it not be quite idle in Jesus to have declared, 
that he as a Son tras of the same nature with his Father, instead of 
saying that he was a Son entertaining the same will and design with 
his Father, since the formpr circumstance is natural and obvious, but 
the latter is not always found to exist, as we daily find among the 
children of men? Were the circumstance of one's calling Qod his 
Father received as a proof of his being actuaUy the son of God, and, 
of course, of his unity in nature with the Deity, .we must consider 
David as a real son of Qod, and of the same nature. Psalm Ixxxix 
29: ** He nbsll cry unto me, Thou art mt Fathbb, my God, and the 
rock of my ealvation and we also must esteem Israel one in nature 
with Gkxl ; (Jer. ui. 4, ” Wilt thou not from this time cry unto me, 
Mt Fathbb, thou art the guide of my youth ?”) We most even admit 
si) Christians to be one in nature with the Father of the universe, for 
we ate taught to pray to odb Fathbb in heaven. Matt. vi. 8. See also 
veraes 1, 4, 6, 8,14,15,18, and 32 of the same chapter. John xx. 
17 ; ” My Father and your Father,” Jtc. 2 Cor. i, 3: ” The Father of 
our Lord Jesus Christ,” and “ the Father of mercies,'’ Ac. To enable 
my readers to take a dear view of (hie passage, I here quote the 
context, as well as the note found in the Improved Version upon it 
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Ven. 29, 30: “My Father, who gavefthem me, ii greater than all: and 
none is able to pluck them out of my Father's hand. I and my 
Father are onethat is, “ To snatch my true disciples out of my 
hand would be to snatch them out of my almighty Father’s hand; 
because *1 and my Father are.oneone in design, action, agreement, 
lilection. See ch. xvii. 11,21, 22.1 Cor. iii. St'^llow he that planteth, 
and he that watereth are one.’ ” (Improved Version.) Both in the 
Scriptures, and in ordinary composition, unity, when referred to two 
substances, implies invariably perfect concord of will, or some other 
quahties and by no means oneness of nature,—a fact which my 
readers will perceive by a slight attention to the common usage of 
language, and also to the following verses:—Gen. ii. 24; “And he 
(the husband) shall cledve imto his wife, and they two shall be one 
flesh." Ezek. xzxvii. 19: “I will take the stick of Joseph, and will 
put them with him, even with the stick of Judah, and make them 
ONE stick, and they shalll be one in mine hand.’’ 1 Cor. z. 17: 
“For we being many are one bread, and one body; for we are all 
partakers of that one bread.’’ 

I never amused myself with the thought that Christ did “pray 
that his disciples might be one with him and his heavenly Father,’’ 
nor did I eyer rejoice at the idea that Jesus, “a man approved of 
God,’’ was one in nature with the invisible Most High; 1 only observ¬ 
ed in my Second Appeal, that if Trinitarian authors succeeded in 
their attempt to prove the deity of Jesus Christ from a perverted 
interpretation of such phrases as “the Father in me, and I in him 
—“he dweUeth in God, and Gkid in himthey would unavoidably 
increase the number of the persons of the Godhead much beyond 
three, since similar expressions are frequently found applied to the 
disciples of Jesus. John xiv. 20: “At that day ye shall know, (address¬ 
ing himself to his disciples,) I am in my Father, and ye tn me, and I 
tn you." Ch. xvii, 21: " Thou, Father, art in me, and I in thee, that 
they also may be one tn us.’’ John vi. 56; “He that eateth my flesh, 
and drinketh my blood, dwelleth in me, and I in him.’’ 1 John iv. 
15: “Whosoever shall confess that Jesus is the Son of God, Ood 
dwelleth in him, and he in God." 2 Peter i. 4: “That by these ye 
might be partakers of the divine nature.’’ 

The Editor seems displeased at my having declined to submit 
indiscriminately to my coirntrymen the whole doctrine of the New 
Testament, because certain passages therein, having xmdergonc 
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hunum distortions, occasion much dispute. I therefore heg to refer 
him to another portion of this Essay, as well as to all church history, 
which shew that my plan was conformable to the example laid down 
by the apostles and primitive Christians, who used to accommodate 
their instructions to the gradual progress of their followers. 

In answer to hii question, “How was it that I did not feel struck 
with the absurdity of a creature's creating all things," .\;c. ? I beg 
only to reply by another question, viz. How does the lleverend 
Editor justify the idea, that one who was in the human shape, 
sessed of human feelings, and subject to the calls of nature, was the 
very God whom he defines as existing for ever, immaterial, invisible, 
and above all mortal causes or effects ? 

The Reverend Editor says, that nothing can be more incorrect 
than my assertion, p. 130, that Jesus in John x. * dis.ivowed the 
charge of making himself God—after having bonu* tlie fullest 
testimony to his equality with God in chapters v and viii., at 
length prevaricates and retracts for fear of ilcath,’’ I therefore 
refer to chapters v. and viii., and now ask the Editor whether he 
calls the following saying of Jesus, found in chapters v. aud viii., 
the fullest testimonies to his equality with God ? “ The Sm can do 
nothing of himself." “ For the Father loveth the Snn, and alieireth 
him all things that himself doetli” “ So the Sou quu keneth whom 
he will; for the Father judgeth no man, but liatli coiumliti'H all judg¬ 
ment unto the Son.” “ He that hearelh my word, and bclicveth <m 
him that xent vw, hath everlasting life.” “ So liatli he ;//iva to t/u’ 
Son to have life in himself, hath given him authority.” Ae ' I can 
of mine ownself do nothing.” I seek not mine inrn irill, but tlie will 
of the Father who hath xent me." For the works wliieli the Fatlier 
hath (preii ffir to finish,” Ac. “I am come in mi/ F>itlier'x imiiie." 
Ch. viii : “But he that sent me m/ rite.” 1 do not In n-/-of nn/xelf, 
but as my Father hath taught me I s^eak these things. " " But now 
ye seek to kill me, a man that hath told you the truth winch I have 
heard of God." Neither came I of myself, but he sent me." "1 
seek not mine own glory.” “ T know him (Gtid) and keep hit toijiwj 
Do these testimonies amount to the equality of Jesus with his Gtsl 
and Father ? If so, the Editor must have in view a delinitiou of the 
term “ equality" quite di fferent from that maintained by the worM. 

® A§ to John V. 23,1 beg to refer my rcsnlers to the iubnequMil ilwiiter of tlnr C«ay, 
here I wiQ eumine the Nime renie fully. 
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I iit th<‘ SHme timo (‘iitioat the Editor to point out a single verse 
in either of tliese two cliapteis contaming a proof of the equality 
of <Tesu8 C'hrisit with IohI, aettiug lu dehauce all the phrases I have 
now ([uoted from these very chapters. After reflecting upon the 
afiove cited phrases, tlic Editor \m 11, 1 hope, spare the charge, that 
.lesiis “ at lengtli prevaiicates and retracts foi fear of death ; ” for, his 
disavoual oi deity in ch. x. .'IG, was quito consistent with all the doc¬ 
trines and piccepts that lie taught in the evangelical writings, (Fide 
tile wliole of the tour (iospels ) 

'Die Editor then adds, ‘‘ the cimie.s.Mon, (in x. ill—dG,j which our 
author teiins a disavowal of deity, was the very confession for which 
they viught again to take him, liecanse they still thought he made 
himself (riKl.” I am, therefore, under the necessity of quoting the 
context, to shew that the dews seemed appeased at tlie explanation 
given by .lesus himself, us to their misunderstanding of him, and 
that they sought agaiu to take him on account of another subsequent 
assertion of Ins. The context is, (32; “ Many gcsKl works nave J 
shewed you from my Katliei; for wltich of tliose works do ye stone 
me? (33) The Jews answered him, saying, Tor a good work we stone 
thee not; but for blasphemy; and because tliat tliou, being a man, 
makest thyself God. |34) Jesus answered them. Is it not written in 
your law. I said ye are gods? (o'*) If he called them gods unto whom 
the word of God came, (and the scripture cannot be broken,) (36) 
Say ye of him wliom the Father liath sanctified, and sent into the 
world. Thou blasphemest; because I said I am the lion of God ? t37) 
If 1 do not the works of my Father, believe me not • (33) but if i do, 
though ye believe not me, believe the works; that ye may know and 
believe that the Father is in me," and 1 in him. (39) Therefore they 
sought again to take him, but he escaped out tlieir hand.” Does 
not Jesus here appeal to scripture, on the ground that if the sacred 
writings, every assertion of which is but true, are justified in caUiog 
magistrates and prophets gods, and that the Jews in reading the 
Scriptures styled those superiors by the epitiiet gods, in conformity 
to their Scripturos, they could not in justice accuse him, the sanctified 
Messiah of God, of blasphemy, for his having called himself only 

* I have »lrr.i(lr io k pnci^liiig pagr (4in) silted tliat anck » phratie oh “ one is in 
anotker, and the other ie in blLi, ‘ implies in scriptnml langii.age only unity in design snd 
will, 18 tl ir Ireqtiently applied to the apostles in reierence to liod, and to their l.oixl 
and lilaster .leans Christ. 
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the Son of God Does not Jeeuu here justify the use of ^h\ yurase 
“Son of GchI," for himself, in the same metaphorical .-.euse that the 
term “gwls" was used for the magistrates and prophets among 
Israel? If nO, he of course relinnuishes his claim to the use of the 
phrase “ God,” luul “Son of God ’’ in its real aenso. If a commoner, 
who holds a high situation under government, suffers himself to be 
called “ htinouralile ” and, consequently, be accused of presumption 
in permitting hnuself to be designated by that title, on the ground 
that he was not actually the son of a nobleman, would lie not justify 
himself against tins charge by saying, “ You call aU the judges Lords 
in their judicial capacity though they are not noblemen by birth ; 
yet j'ou charge me (who hold a more iligiiiliod situation than the 
judges) Wjth airogance, because I suffer myself lo be addressed as 
‘honourable’—a title which the diildieii of nnlilcmeu enjoy”'? in 
following the example of Jesus, 1 now appeal to scripture, and also 
to common sense that my rea leis may judge there in whether verses 
34—30 contain a confession of Godhead, or a disavowal of ueity, 
made by Jesus liiniseif. 

It is not only a ^^lngle instance in uliich Jesus < mitt, a to correct 
the Jews in their misconceiving the phiase, i Sic Kitl,er is in me, 
and I in him.’’ (verse 3f>,) but in many (,ther instances !’• left them 
in ignorauc John ii. 19, il.l When Jesns told the Jews to 
destroy the temidc, that he miglit. raise if again in di'ce days liny 
misunderstood him, and supposed that he iineiideil to rnise die lem- i'j 
of Jerubalein, and, found fault witli him, In mi this Misconceived 
notion, before the high priest. John li. 21 ‘ Hut he .ike oi the 
temple of his body;” as well as John vii. 34 - 3ti, riii 21, 2 J, asl 
noticed Oelore in pages 333, 420. I'he Eilitor, la.sll\, says that 
“Jesus at last chose to die imder this very charge, rather tli.m dear 
up the mistake, if it was such. This was their last and graml charge; 
‘ We have a law, and by tliat law he ought to fiie, becan.se he made 
himself the Son of God,’ which they esteemed blasphemy worthy of 
death.” The Editor must be well aware that the Jews had such an 
inveterate enmity against Jesns, that tliey not only charged him with 
what they found in him contrary to their law, but even with wilful 
exaggerailons. John v. Lo. “The man departed and told tlie Jew's, 
that it was Jesus who had made him whole.” Ver. 10" And 
therefore did the Jews persecute him, (Jesus,) and sought to slay him, 
beiHiisv ht had done these things on the sabbath day.” (To perform 
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a cure on the sabbath day is supposed by the Jews to be a breach of 
the traditions of the elders, and not a ei ime worthy of death; yet they 
sought to kill Jesus under that pretence.) Ver. 17 : “But Jesus 
answered them. My father worketh hitherto, and 1 work. (18) 
Therefore the Jews sought the more to kill him, because he not only 
had broken the sabbath, but said also that God was hif Father, 
making himself equal with God.” Although the Jews in their own 
defence, called God their Father, without subjecting themselves 
to the charge of blasphemy, (John viii. 41, We have one Father, even 
■God,") yet they sought to kill Jesus on the false ground, that he 
equalized himself with God by calling God his father. It is worth 
observing, that, lest the Jews should infer his independence in doing 
miracles, and wrest his words from the purpose, (" My Father worketh 
hitherto, and I work ”) Jesus firmly avows his entire dependence on 
■God in whatever he had performed, in verse 19, {“ Verily, I say unto 
you, the Son can do nothing of himself,” Ac.,) and also in the following 
versos, in so much that the Jews, being unable to find any plea for 
his destruction, remained quiet, and and left Jesus in peace. {Vide 
the whole of ch. v.) In Luke xxiii. 2, the Jews charged him with 
having perverted the nation by representing himself as their king, 
and having forbidden to give tribute to Caesar: a charge which was 
fidl of misrepresentation. ^ 

Let us return now to the text quoted by tlie Reverend Editor: 
“ We have a law, and by our law he ought to die, because he made 
himself tlie f^on of (fW;”—whence it is evident, that, notwithstanding 
the great hatred which tlie Jews entertained towards our Saviour, 
and the misrepresentation they were guilty of in their accusation against 
him, the severest charge which they preferred under the j'retence of 
religion was, that “he made himself the Son of God,” and they would 
have, of course, accused him of having made himself God, to Filate, 
whom they found inclined to release Jesus, and in presence of the 
multitude, this being better calculated to excite the wrath of the 
latter and horror of the former, had the Jews ever heanl him declare 
himself God, or say anything that amounted to Ids claim to the 
Godhead. The high-priest and other chief accusers knew very well 
that their people were taught to consider God as their Father, and to 
call themselves tlie children of the Most High (correctly speaking, the 
tffTU of tlie Most High, Psalm Ixxxii. 6); and this idea was so familiar 
among them, that Jesus also admitted them to be the particular 
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children of the Deity. Mark vii, 27 ; “ But Jesua aaid wii'n' her, Let 
the children first be filled," &c. 

The Editor says, (page 597,) that ‘‘ our autlior queries on what 
principle any stress can be laid on the prophetic expresHion quoted 
in Heb. i. from the Psalms, ‘Thy throne, <> CJod, is fur ever and 
ever.* We reply ml*rely on-this principle, that it is spoken by Gud. 
who cannot he." Are not these words also, " Ye are gcsls,” spoken 
by Him who cannot lie ? Is not the very verse of Hebrews, " I by 
throne, O Grod, is for ever and ever," applied originally to Sulonmn 
by Him who cannot lie, and, in an accommodate<l sense, to .lesus by the 
apostle? I will not intnKluce the subject again, it haying been 
noticed in page .‘144. flie Editor expresses his nsUjnishnicni at 
what I say in Second Apjteal, that the phrase “ for over " must mean 
a limited time when referred to an earthly king or a creature, and 
therefore it carries no weight in prortf of the tlcity of Jesus when 
applied to him. The reason which he assigns for his surprise is. 
How could I take tliis phrase in a finite sense when applied to Jesus, 
the eternal Jehovah? Did not the Editor feci asfonishetl at the ides 
that he employs the application of the phrase "for ever" in his 
attempt to prove the deity of Jesus, and then employs tlieeireumsfancc 
of the eternal deity of Jesus, for the purpose of proving that inimilc 
duration is understoofl by the [ihrase “ for ever, ’ when refern-d lo 
Jesus? 

As he admits tiiat "for ever” when referred lo a crealuic 
implies a limiU'd time only; he, therefore, must spare this phrase, 
and try to quote some other term peculiar to Cod, in his endeavour 
to establish the deity of JeSus. 

The Editor says, that tlie exiiressioii of Jesus to Mary, 'John 
XX. 17,) “ Co to my lirethrcn, and say unto them, I ascend unto my 
Father and your Father, and to iiiy (IfKl and your G<xl, was meiely 
in his human nature I wish the Editor liad furnislied us with a 
list, enumerating those expressioiiH tlpil .lesus riiriii made in his- 
human capacity, an<l another shewing such declarations as he made 
in his divine nature, with authorities for tlie disiiiietion. I might 
have, in that case, attentively examined them ns well as their 
authorities. From liis general mode of rensoiiiug, 1 am induced to 
think, that he will KOinetimes lie obliged, in explaining a single 
sentence in the scriptures, to itscrilie a part of it to Jesus os a man. 
and another part to him in his divine nature. As for example, Jolm 
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y. 22, 2.‘I; " For the Father judgeth uo man, luit hath committed 
all jiulgiacut unto the Son, that all meu should Iciiiour the Son even 
as ilicy lionour the Father, lie that honoureth not the Sou, honoureth 
not the Father which hath sent him. ’ The first part of this sentence, 
“hath comniitfed all judgment unto the Son, ” must have been 
(according to t!ic Kditorj spoken in tlie human nature of Jesus Christ, 
since the Almighty, in exercisinir nis power, doe.'> u^t stand in need 
of another’s vesting him with that j<owci Ihe '.ceoiid part of the 
same seuteuei-, “ all meu should honour the Sou, even its they honour 
the Fiiihft, " must be ascribed by the llditor to .lesus as God, he 
li.ivmg liceii worthy to he honouretl as the I'iithei And the last 
)iiirt, "which hath sent him,’’ relates again to Christs human 
lapacilj since it implie.s his subjection to tlie disposal of another. 
Is this the internal evidence of CIhristianity on which the orthodox 
divines l.iy stress''' Surely not. 

As to the exclamation of Thomas, (Jolin xx. 2S,) “My Lord and 
my CnJ ! ’ It is neither a confession of the supreme deity of Jesua 
by him, nor is it a vain exclamation, since it is evident, from verse 
2."', th.rt Thomas doubted Christ’s resurrection without any reference 
(o his deity: and that, when he saw Jesus and the print of the 
nails, he lielievod it, and being struck with such a circumstance, 
made the e.\clamatiou, “My l.<)rd and my Oofl!’’ acconling to the 
invariable habits of the Jews, .Vrabs, and almost all other Asiatic 
nations, who, when strack with wonder, often make exclamations 
in the name of tlie Deity; and that Jesus, from these apparent 
circumstaiu'cs, and having perceived his heart, says, “ because thou 
hast seen me. thou hast Itelieved, ’ (verse 29); by which Jesus 
acknowledges the belief of 'I'homas in the fact which he doubted 
ill verse I'.l, that is, his resurrection; for the subject in question, 
as it stands in the context, has no allusion to the deify of Jesus; 
and the form in which a confession is made, is totally different 
fnmi that of exclamation, both in the scriptures and in ordinary 
language How can Thomas lie supposed to have meant to confess 
the deity of Jesus in a mere exclamation, “ My Lord and my God !’’ 
xvithoiit adding soinif phrase conveying confession, such as “Thou 
art" my lyird and my God, and " 1 believe you to be" my Ijord 
and niy < toil1 lieg that my nuiders will attentively refer to the 
context, and to the cotuinou habits of Asiatics on occasions similar to 
tliia, and form their opinion respecting this subject. The Editor 
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luotes Katt V 37, which, with its context, forbid all sorts of «we:.i - 
ing; but what relation this has to the exclamation of Tiioinas, Jolm 
zx. 28,1 am unable to discover. 

The Editor quotes six passages from the Gospel and the bonk of 
the Revelations, four of which I have already examined, and I notice 
now the remaining t%o verses. First, John i. I: ‘‘ In the beginning 
was the word, *nd the word was with God, and the word was God.” 
By the first sentence, (“ in the beginning was the word”) the Editor 
attempts to prove the eternity of the son; by the second, (“the wortl 
was with God") his distinct personality ; and by the third f“ the won) 
was God”) his deity 

Let us first take this verse in its literal sense, and ascertain 
whether or not it is, in that case, intelligible. “ In the lieginning”— 
i e. in the time—“ was the word”—i e. existed such a sound as was 
capable of conveying a meaning. “ The word was with GikI”— i. e. 
this sound existed in the Deity, since no sound can exist of itself. 
“ The word was God” —i. e. the word was tlie deity, or a deity, or 
being like other attributes of the Deity, it was divine 'I’he whole 
verse thus stands : “ From tlie Imginning the word of God, or Reve¬ 
lation manifesting his will anil commandments, existed with him as 
God himself and by the same word God made or established all 
things ; as the Jewish and Muhammadan as well as Hindoo theolo¬ 
gians believe, on the authority of the words respectively acknowledged 
by them, that God made and established all things by bis word only. 
(Vide Gen. i. 3, et seq.) And he communicated that Revelation to the 
world through Jesus Christ, (as testified beforehand by John the 
Baptist,) for the purpose of effecting the salvation of those that 
received and believed the authority of that Revelation. This is 
detailed throughout vers. 2—In Verses 13, 14, Jolm expressly 
personifies “ tlie word” in Jesus, as the bearer and deliverer of the Re¬ 
velation : '* The word was raaile flesh,” (or the word was flesh,) “ and 
dwelt among us,” Ac. To explain fully this metaphorical representation, 
John designates Jesus by this name, with the additional words “ of 
life,” once in his Epistle, 1 John i. 1, “ The word of life,” and with the 
additional words “ of God,” once in Rev. xix. 13, “ His name is called 
the word of God;” wliereby he manifests that Jesus, as the deliverer 

• Th* reason for the use of the iiiAsi’nliiic gender m these verses, both in the original 
Ooopel and in th# English versiim, is obvious, as th# original word Aoyos signifying th# 
“ word,” w maaculine. 
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of the word of GckI, is called by tliat name, and not actually identified 
with the woiil, as otherwise might have been supposed from hie 
Gospel, i. 1. John i. 1, is not tlie only instance in which an attribute 
of the Deity is thus represented as one witli God ; for the very same 
writer identifies love witli the Deity, in 1 John iv, 8, 16, on the 
ground that love is of God, and is manifested in the world by him. 
I John iv. 7. 

Secondly. I have to notice the ortho<lox exposition of the verae 
in question ; they interpret tlie word " beginning,” as signifying all 
eternity, and by the term “ w'ord,” they understand Jesus the son of 
God ; that is, fn)in all eternity the sou of flod existed with God, distinct 
in person, and he was also God. The interpretation is, I presume, 
equally unscriptural, as it is revolting to the understanding, and for 
several reasons; First. As long as a passage can be consistently 
taken and understood in its literal sense, there can be no apology for 
taking it in a figurative one. Here we find no authority for identify¬ 
ing Jesus with tlie “ word,” or designating him by that term in any 
of the preceding Gospels ; he is only figuratively so called in Revela¬ 
tion, by the name of ” the word of God.” Under these circumstances, 
to understand Jesus literally and so abruptly by the term “ word,” in 
John i. I, (against the established doctrine of the Jews and the rest 
of the oriental nations,) and to assume this word as existent in the 
beginning, and as instrumental in the hands of God, in moral and 
physical creations, is entirely inadmissible. 2ndly. The Evangelist 
John, in his Gospel, uses the word “ beginning” in a finite sense, and 
generally implying the beginning of the Cliristian dispensation, (John 
ivi. 4, XV. 27, viii. 2.>, 44, vi. 64, ii. 11,) and not once for “ all eternity,” 
Hence to understand the word “ beginning ” in an infinite sense, ia 
opposed to the sense adopted throughout the whole of his GospeL 
3rdly. In the first verse of Genesis, “ In the beginning God created 
the Wven and the earth,” we find, in a similar connection, the same 
phrase, “ in the beginning.” Were we to follow the orthodox inter¬ 
pretation, and take it in an infinite sense, {i. e. from eternity God 
created die earth and heavens,) we should be compelled to profess the 
eternity of the wcrld and become materialists. 4thly. To acknow¬ 
ledge ^e son to be the true God, and to have lived with the true God 
from eternity, destroys at once the idea of the unity of God, and 
proves beyond every question, the plurality of the Diety. For, if we 
see one rhal man living with anodier real man, though both of them 
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are one in nature and design, are we not compelled, by the orninary 
.course of nature, to apprehend the duality of man, and to say that, 
there are two men ? Can orthodox ingenuity prove, that there are 
not two, but one man, or prevent the comprehension of the duality of 
man ? If not, I wish to know whether, after admitting tliat the real 
God, the Son, exists with the real God, the Father, from eternity, 
the l^ditor can consistently deny the existence of two real Gods ? 
5thly. The exposition of the Editor must render .John i. ], directly 
contradictory of Deut. xxxii. 39, “ I am he, and there is no Ood with 
me." Here Jehovah himself expressly denies having another real 
Gk)d with him in the universe, for he is often said to have had ficti¬ 
tious Gods with him and, therefore, Jehovah’s denial, in this verse, 
must be referred and confined to real Gods. Psalm Ixxxii. 1: “ God 
standeth in the congregation of the mighty, he judgeth among the 
Gods.” He then addressed himself to tliose nominal Gods of Israel, 
among whom he stood, “ I said, ye are God (in verse 6). But we 
firmly believe that .John, an inspired rvriter, could not utter anything 
that might contradict the express declaration of Jehovah, though the 
Editor and others, from a mistaken notion ascribe this contradiction 
to the Evangelist. 6thly. They thus render the last sentence of the 
verse “ the word was God,” without the indefinite article “a” before 
“God,” while they translate Exod. vii. 1, “ I have made thee (Moses) 
a God to Pharoah,” though, in the original Hebrew, there stands only 
the word D'HItN or “ God, without the indefinite article “a” before 
it. If regard for the divine unity induced them to add the article 
" a ” in the verse of Exodus, “ a God to Pharoh,” why did not the 
same regard, as well as a desire of consistency, suggest to them to 
add the article “ a ” in John i. 1, “ the word was a God” ? We may, 
however, easily account for this inconsisteney The term “ God ” in 
Exodus is applied to Moses, the notion of wliose deity they abhor; 
but as they meant to refer the same term in John i. 1, to Jesus, (whose 
deity they are induced by their education to support,) they leave 
the word “ God ” here without the article “ a,” and carefully write 
it with a capital G. Lastly. If eternity be understood by the 
phrase “In the beginning,” in John i 1, and Jesus Christ be literally 
ttxulerstood by the “ word,” then we shall not only be compelled to 
receive Christ as an eternal being, but also his apostles; since Luke 
(oh. i. 2) speaks of himself and his fellow-disciples, as “ eye-witnesses 
and ministers of the word from the beginning.” 
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Tliirdly. I ^all now quote tlie interpretation of this passage, by 
searchers after truth, who have been enabled to overcome their early* 
acquired prejudices. See Improved version, for which the Christian 
world is indebted to its eminently learned authors. 

The Word.] Mesus is so called because God revealed himself 
or his word by liiiii.’’ Newcome 'Hie same title is given to Christ, 
Luke i. 2. Per the same reason he is called the Word of life, 1, John 
i. 1, which passage is so clear and useful a comment upon the proem 
to the gospel, tlial it may lie proper to cite the whole of it. ‘ That 
which was /rom t/tc heginnhuj, which we have heard, which we have 
seen with our eyes, which we have looked upon, and our hands have 
handled of the Word of life: iov the Life w&b manifented, &nd we, 
have seen it, and bear witness, and shew unto you that eternal Life 
which was with the Father, and was manifested unto us ; that which 
wo have seen and heard, declare we unto you.’ By a similar meto¬ 
nymy Christ is called the Life, the Light, the Way, the Truth, and 
the Resurrection, tiee Cappe’s Dissert. Vol. 1. p. 19.” 

“ In the. beginning ] Or, from the first, i. e., from the commence¬ 
ment of the gospel dispensation or of the ministry of Christ. This is 
the usual sense of the word in the writings of this evangelist. John 

vi, 64, ,fcsu8 know from the beginning, or from the first: cb. xv. 27, 

‘ Ye liave been with me from the beginning.’ See ch. xvi. 14, ii. 24, 
iii. 11; also 1 John I. 1, ii. 7, 8; 2 John 0, 7. Nor is this sense of 
the word uncommon in other passages of the New Testament. 2 
Thess. ii. 13 , Pliil. iv. l.'> ; Luke i. 2.” 

“ The Word was loith Ood.] He withdrew from the world to 
commune with God, and to receive divine instructions and qualifica¬ 
tions, previously to his public ministry. As Moses urns with God 
in the inonni, Exod. xxxiv. 28, so was Christ in the wilderness, or 
elsewhere, to be instructed and disciplined for his high and important 
office. See Cappe, ibid, p, 22.” 

“And the Word was aOod.\ ‘Was God.’ Newcome. Jesus 
received a commission as a prophet of the Most High, and was 
invested with extraordinary miraculous powers. But in the Jewish 
phraseology they were called gods to whom the word of God came. 
(John X. 35.) ^ Moses is declared to be a god to Pharoah. (Exod. 

vii. 1.) Some translate the passage, God was the Word, q. d. it was 
not wo properly he that spake to men as God that spake to them by 
him. Cappe, ibkt. See John z. 30, compared with zvii. 8. ii. 16, iii. 
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▼. 23.3di. 44. CrellioB con^jechired Uut the true tmdineiiM @fe, 
the Word* wae Gkxl’s, q. d. the fint teacher of' the goopel deiiired iiie 
commission from Gk)d. Bat this conjeetnie, bomsver piaonble. rests 
upon no authority. 

Wat in ih^ beginning wilh Ood.} Before he entered upon ms 
ministry he vas faily instructed, by intercourse' -with Qod, in the 
natniie and extent of his comnuwion." 

things were done bv fem.l All things were made by him. 
and without him wan not anything made that wm made.’ Kew> 
come; who explains it of the creation of the visible, matenai world 
hy Christ, as the ag«tt and instmment of God. See his notes on ver. 

3 and 10 But this is a sen^ which the word cycvcro will not 
admit. Tt^o/uu occurs upwards of sevei\ bundFea times m the New 
Testament, but never in the sense of create, it signifies, in this 
gospel, where it odcnrs fifty-three times, to be, to come, to become, to 
come to pass; also, to be done or transacted, ch. xv. 7. xix. 36. It has 
me latter sense. Matt. v. 18, vi. 8, xri. 42, xxvi. 6. All things in the 
Christian dispensation were done by Christ, i. e. by his authdnty, 
and according to his direction ; and in the ministry committed to hie 
apoeiies nothing has be6n done without his warrant. See John xv. 4 
5, ‘ Without me ye can do nothing,’ Conqiare vers. 7, 10, 16: John 
xviL 8; Col. i. 16,17. Cappe, ibid.’ 

Verse 14: “ Nevertheless, the Word was flesh.” “ Though' this 
first preacher of the gospel was honoured with such signal tokens of 
divine confidence and favour, though he was invested with so high an 
ofice, he was, nevertheless, a mortal man.' Cappe. In this sense 
r.he word fle^ is used in the preceding verse. ' Fleth,' says Mr. 
Lindsey, Sequel to £he Arwlogy, page 136, ' is frequently put for man. 
—^Psalm Ixv. 2 ; Bom. iii. 20. But it frequently ana peculiarly 
for man as mortal, subject to infirmities and sufferings ; and 
■8 such 18 particulary appropriated to Christ here, and in other places. 
1 Tim. iii. 16; ^m. i. 3, ix. 5 ; 1 Pet. iii. 18,-iv, 1. uAoyoc oopC 
cycvsro, the Word wot flesh, not became flesh, which is Newcome’s 
translation, or, was made flesh, which is the common version. The 
moat usual meaning of jivofuu. is to be. In this sense tytvtro is sued 
in this chapter, ver. 6 : also in Luke xriv. 19. The thin^ concern¬ 
ing Jesus of Nazareth ot tymro, who woe. not who became.-* oro- 
phei See Cappe, p. 86 : and Soeinns in loc.” 

53 
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No«r my iwam may judge which of these interpntatioos of 
John i'. i » canaiBtent with acriptniBi authority and coofomabie to 
the human undentaading. 

The Editor denies, positiydy, the charge of admitting three (rods, 
though he is in the practice of worshipping Gh)d the Father, Qod the 
Son, and God the Holy Ghost. 1 could wish to haow what he would 
say, when a Hindoo also would dmxy polytheism on thn same principle 
that if three sepamte peraons be admitted to mafce one God, and 
those that adme them be esteemed as woi^hippers of one God, what 
objection could be advanced, jusUy, to the oneness of three htmdred 
and thirtV’ULrve muuona of personam the Deity, and to their worship 
in different emoiems i* For, oneness ot three or of thirty miUions ol 
separate persons is equally impossible according to human experience, 
and equally supportable by mystery alone. 

The second passage of John quoted by the Editor which I have 
not yet noticed is John xvi. 30: '*‘Now are we sure that thou knowest 
all things." 1 admit that Jesus Jmows all things concemmg hia 
nunftti-y and the sTscution of final Judgment, but not those that 
beav no relation to either of them, as I noticed in pages 344, 393, 
and 4Q7, since the phrase “all things,' is very often used in a definite 
sense, both m the Old and New Testaments. In Joshua i. 17, when 
the people said. "We hearkened to Moses in all things,’’ they meant, 
of course, things with regard to the divine commandments. So, in Matt, 
xvii. il, Elias is said to have "restored all things," that is, all things 
concerning ms office as the fmemnner of the Messiah. In Mark xziii. 
23, Jeans said to his disciples, “I have foretold you all things.” of 
course what respected their salvation. Eph. vi. 21 - "Tychicus, a 
beloved brother, and faithful mixuster in the Lord, shall make known to 
you all things,” of course belonging to their salvation. Besides, 
the scriptures inform us, that those who devote themselves to 
the contemplation of tbs Deity are endued with the free gift of knowing 
all things; but from this circumstance they are not considered to be 
elevated to the nature of God, nor numbered as persons of the 
Godhead. Prov. xxviii. 5: “ They that seek the Lord, understand €Ul 
thing*.” 2 Tim. ii. 7: "And the Lord gite thee understanding in lU 
things.” 2 Sam. xiv. 20: “And my Lord is wise, according to the wisdom 
of an angel of God. to know all things that are in the earth.” 

The Editor quotes Paul (page 598,) "God our saviour” and I Peter 
"the rl^teottsness of God and our saviour Jesus Christ” and also 
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Judt 25, 'io tile entr wiM (kd oarwfioar.** Be aterab pwafeiit to 
cbeur, (totes botii God aaa Jmb era s^iea ** Stonois,” ooHeanentij 
Jeiee le Qoti^ -I beee lolly ootieed that seftoel ottois, bende Jeeoe, 
wen litolihii, sppnined by God to seve peopie atm time lo' time, 
end nemed seTiom a the eenDtone t bat ttot the aee of tbie. eyipel* 
isthm does not aem to proee the deity of any of them. Vide pane 
311 3J3 

The fiditor ezpneees hib despite of Hindo polTthaiam triomjdung 
in h» own pore proceesion. l.wonder now it ooold eecepe the notice 
ot the Editor tnu the doctrine of plnmlity in imity maintained by 
him, and that profeesed by £Gndiis stand on the same footing, since 
the Editor, as well as the ffindns, firmly dedaxes the nnity of God, 
while at tne same time both admowledge the vlurality of penone 
under the same Godhead, although they differ from each other in the 
exact number. The following passage quoted by the Editor “the 
gods who haye not made the heayens and the earth, shall perith from 
the earth and from unaer these heayens," is equally applicable to 
several of the divine persons of both parties. 

Id answer to the Editor’s query, Where does the unity of man¬ 
kind exist ? I entreat to be allowed to ask the Editor, where the 
unity of the Godhead exits ? If he say, that it is one divine nature 
that exists between the three sacred personB, I answer, that the unity 
of manki nd is one human nature, and exists between so many 
individual persona 

In answer to his question. When were all mankind one even in 
design and will ? I shall say that mankind has always been one, and 
shall be one even in will and design, in the glorious and prosperous 
reign of Christ; the present difference in wiU and design, or in rank 
and situation among its persons, does not preclude them from unity 
of nature, as the Editor himself admits that " one equal in nature to 
another may yet be subordinate in office." Besides, we find that the 
^vill of God the Father was sometimes at variance with that of God 
the Son. Matt xxvi. 39: “0 my Father, if it be possible, let this cup 
pass from me; nevertheless, not as Z will but as thou wilt.” Mark 
xiv. 36 : “And he (Jesus) said Abba, Father, all things are possible 
unto utee; take away this cup from me; nevertiioless, not what I will, 
but what thou wilt" 

The Editor appeals to common sense, saying, that “she sees 
around her eveiy day,” that (me man “ equal in nature to another is 
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vet jabordiaatd in ofilce.’* She ues so indeed: but wben'ahe mm one 
man equal in natnre to another, she recAons them two men. whetiiar 
one is subordinate in offioe to the other or not. To thie part of the 
evidence, i besr the Editor will pay some attention. It is indeed ae- 
tonishing, that in all his illnatrations the Editor hcinga the-Godhead 
to a level with any genus, mduding Tarions species under it. butfaeta 
offended if any one should 'observe this fact to him. 

The Eoitor says, (page 601,) “ Eor u it true that it wm the ooih 
stant practice of the Saviour to pray to the Father for the powpr of 
working miraoles; lor he never did them in his Father^ name, M wh 
the invariable practice of the ancient pipphete.” in reply to this, 1 
only refer the Editor to John xi. 41. to Mark viii. 6, whme we find 
Jesus had actually prayed to the Father in reiaing the dead, and 
breaking the bread ; and especially to John xi. 42 m which Jesns, by 
saying “thou hearest me olicays,” avows that durmg the whole 
period of his executing the commission, God Mard his supplications, 
though in several instances of performing mirades he had not used 
verbdly the name of God, in imitation of the practices of some of the 
ancient prophets. See 2 Eings v. 27 in which Elinha is said to have 
made Qehazi a leper without verbal supplication to God ; and in chap, 
ii. 10, Elijah bestowed on Elisha his power of performing mirades, 
without praying verbally to the Most High. As to the Editor’s asser¬ 
tion, that “ he never did them (miradM) in his Father’s name,” I 
again refer him to John x. 25, “ The works that I do in my fathsr’o 
name, they bear witness of me.” Ver. 43: “ I am come in my Pather't 
name, and ye receive me not; if another shall come in his own name, 
him ye will receive.” Here Jesus rests his divine commission on the 
name of God, and rejects the daims of any one who comes in his own 
name. He certainly sent his discipler to work miracles in his own 
name, as the Massiah sent from God, that his apostles might pncuie 
faith in him from Jews and GentUes, whereby they both might 
have their access to God through him. Matt. x. 40-42: “He 
that receiveth you, receiveth me, and he that receiveth me reoeiveth 
him that sent me. He that receiveth' a prophet tn the name of 
a prophet, shaU receive a prophet’s reward ; and he that receiveth a 
righteous man in the name of a righteous msn, shall receive a 
righteous man’s reward. And whosoever shall give to drink unto one 
of little ones a cup of cold water only tn the name of a disei]^, 
verily 1 ssy unto you, he shall in no wise lose his reward.” These 
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abew sridenily th»t man 111011111 be rewarded for any act that he rosy 
p er f orm in the name of a diaoiple, even in the name of a righteous 
man How much more is he to be approved in the sight of God if he 
acta in tne name of the Meaaiah of the Most High I 

I do not wonder at the idea of Cbiiet’a empowering nie apostles to 
work miracles when we find other prophets doing the same at their 
own choice, as I have often noticed. The Editor says, “ If it be 
declared in acripttire, that the Father created all things by and for the 
Son, it provro only that the Son is equal to the Father,” and that the 
passages, * he ha& given to the Son to have life in himself,’' the fii 
bom of every creature,’ “ place the equality of the Son with Ihe Fatlier 
beyond all lispute.” This must be a new mode of proof, invented 
for the support of tho trinity, founded on mystery, far beyond my 
understatiding. For if a creature’s being endowed with life by, or 
employed as an instrament in the hands of another, puts them both on 
a footing of equality, then, in the Editor’s estimation, the clay is 
equal to the pptter; the rod with which Moses performed his miracles 
was equal to that grea* prophet; and Moses himself, by whom, and 
for whom, God exhibited so many wonderful works, was equal to the 
Deity. 



CHAPTEB V. 

Remarks on the Replies to the Arguments fjusid in Chaptsr 
the Third of the Beeond Appeal. 

The Editor now comes (p. 602) “ to the last, and by lar the eaaiMt 
part of his work,” that of meeting my objections to the seven positions 
formerly advanced in support of the deity of CJhrist. The first of 
these is, that Jesus was possessed of nbiqnity, deduced from John 
iii. 13, No name hatb ascended up to neaven, but he that came down 
from heaven, even the Son of man, who is in heaven '* The ubiquity 
of Jesus IS, by the Editor, grounded on the phrase, “ who is in heaven," 
found in the present tense, while Jesus was at that time on earth. I, 
in the first place, observed in my Second Appeal, (page 135,) that 
this argument might, perhaps, carrv some weight with it, were not the 
frequent use of the present tense in a preterite or future sense observ¬ 
ed in the sacred writings: and were not a great number of other 
passages to determine that the term “is,” in this instance, must be 
understood in the past tense ; and to Support this assertion, I quoted 
several passages, a few of which the hlditor has discussed, leaving the 
rest quite unnoticed. One of these is Jifiin viii. 58: “ Jesus said unto 
them. Verily, verily, I say uqto voii. Before Abrabam was, I stn ” 
To weaken its force, the ^itor says, “ Why must this declaration, 
* Before Abraham was I am,’ be taken in a preterite sense ? Because 
if it be not, our author's cause dies " No; but because it would bear 
no sense unless thus understood, “ Before Abraham was, I was.” 
The Editor further says, "Did the Jews, however, understand it thutfV 
So far from it, that thev esteemed it a decided declaration of 
Jesus’s equality with the Father, and took dp dtones to stone mm aa 
a blasphemer.” The Jews understood Jesus as declaring himself to be 
more ancient than Abraham which they first inferred trom ms assertion 
“Your Father Abraham rejoiced to see my day, and he saw tt, ano^waa 
glad.” (John viii. 56). But there is nothing m the context that 
can convey the least idea of the Jews having esteemed) tbe phraee 
“Before Abraham was, 1 am,’’ a “decided declaraaonj of Jesna'e 
equality with the Father." or of their having, in conaequenoe taken 
np etoaes to stone him. Nor can the cucmnatanoe of their attempt 
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to «tone JoBos be coniMend m e proof of their viewing the ebeve 
deoJnretiaii reepectiiig his priority to Abrahsm as Uasphemy against 
Qod, for tbey songht to slay Jesus once on account of his haring 
healed a man on the sabbath day, which they considered as a breach 
■of their law, and not as a claim to equality with the Deity (John 
T. 16); ana they wanted again to destory Jesus merely ^m his 
•a ffirm i n g, “I know him, for I am 'from hi^ and he hath tent tne” 
(John rii. 29, 30.); and finally from motives of political safety, as far 
as regarded their connection with the Romans- the Jews resolved to 
kiU him. (John xL 47,48, 53). 

The Editor says, that “Jesus himself, meek and lowly as he was, 
although he knew precisely in what sense they understood him, rather 
•chose to work a miracle tor his own satety, thanito deny his divinity." 
From what I have just stated, and from all that i menrinped in pp 
444, 425, it obviously appears that neither the Jews understood his 
deity from the assertion, “Before Abraham was, I am,” nor was it usual 
with Jesus to correct them whenever they mistook his meaninar. The 
Editor miaht further perceive, in John v. 20. and its context that 
■Jesus, though charged with having a demon, omitted to correct miy 
their mistaken notion; and also, in John viii. 48,49. that, on the Jews 
reproa chin g him with being a Samaritan, and with being possessed by 
.a\aem(m, the saviour only denied the second, and omitted to notice the 
fminer, whidi was the grossest charge that one Jew could over prefer 
against another. 

TTie Editor seems doubtful as to the force of the arguments he hts 
adduced -in turning tne above verse to his purpose, as he tho n ght it 
oroDer to have recourse to “the body of evidence previously adduced" 
in his attempt to prove “ChrisUe ubiquitybut my readers may be 
able to judge, from a calm ezaminaiion of this body of evidence, 
iriiether or not it has any weight in proof of the ubiquity of the "C" 

The Editor now lays down a rule for those instances where the 
present muse is used in the scriptures for the past, saying, “In poetry 
and stunetimes in lively narrative, the present is, with strict propriety, 
used for the past, because the transaction is narrated us though 
before the reader’s eyes." 1 therefore beg the Editor to explain, 
oeofonnablv to this rule, the instances I noticed (Second Appeal, pp. 
136, 1361 md namerous other instances. .Tohn xL 8: “His disciples 
•sop unto him," instead of satd unto him. Ver. 38; “Jesus eometh to 
ihe grave, that is, coins to the grave. Ch. xiil 6; “Then corneth he to 
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Simon P«ter,’' that ia, he to fiunon Peter. Do theae oome under 
the denomination of poetic mr liTelfnamtion'i' If not, tha Eiditor’a 
role moat fall to the ground. If the Editor inaiata upon' their being 
lively narration becauae the circuraatancea are " narrated aa tbou^ 
paaaing before the reader’a eyes,” how can we be prevented, A tnatr 
case, from taking the assertion in Jcdm iii. II, also for a lively 
narration, on the same ground, that the circnmatancea are narratgd in- 
the verse in question ” as though passing before the reader's eyes,” 
although Jesus had in reality meant by present, the past tense t 
The Editor further observ]Bs, that “ it is a didactic discourse, OB' 
dearness ana accuracy of which depended the salvation of a man 
(Nicodemua) who had hazarded mndi in coming to Jesus lor mstnio- 
tion.” It is true that Jesus, as the greatest prophet of Qod, (or am 
omniscient being, according to the orthodox creed,) though well aware- 
of the alow apprehension of Nicodemua, instructed him in a language 
far from being clear and comprenensiUe to him, both in the preceding 
and following verses. Vide verse 3: “ Except a man he bom ogam, 
he cannot see the kingdom of God.” Ver. 8: ” So u evetr one that 
it bom of Ihe Spirit.” Ver. 13: ” No xmm hath oaestiaed up to aenean 
but he tl^t came down from heaven,” Ac. Ver. 14: ** And aa Ifeaea 
lifted up |he aerpent in the wilderness, even ao must the Son of man 
be lifted up ”—foretelling him of his death on the eioea by theaa- 
ambiguous words. Na^, moreover, he. in hu discourse with tbeJewa- 
and ^ multitude, very often expressed his ideas in such a manner, 
that not only the Jews, but his own disciples, mistook his oHMUiiag; 
bot he always regulated his instructions as he was guided by nia ana 
our heavenly Father. It would be, therefore, preaumptuoiia m oadd 
lay down mlee for his oondnot, maintaining that ” common huotanity, 
therefore, demanded that in farther discourse with ium no word 
^onld be used but in its diregt and proper tense.’ 

In answer to his aaaertum, ” li^ thesi. he would only tell ns how Jeans 
was regmded in those realms of light and truth previously to hiadee- 
oent on earth, he would himself settle mis point,”—I beg to refer Ae 
Editor to such autherity as no Ghriatiaa can ever deny; imean IPeter 
i.20: ” Who verily waa/oreofito wi ed he/ere the/ewido^enoy the iBorld, 
but was mani/estsd in these last times for.yon.” And also to 2 Tim. i 9: 
** Who hath oav4d ns, and called na with a h(dy calling not aocosff 
ing to om works, but aoooiding to hia own purpose and gttor. which 
teas giiemne in Ohriat Joaoi before tke^voerU 
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explanation fall abort of conmutcing the Editor of the real aenaa m> 
^hieh the pre-existence of Jesna/and of his tollowera was meant, my' 
endeavour to correct hie notion on this head must be of no use. 

In order to weaken the force of the argument I founded on Johm 
vi. 62, “ The Son of man ascend up where he was before." shewing, 
the absence of Jesus from heaven while he was talking to men on 
earth, the Editor quotes Glen. xi. 5, xviii. 33, in which Jehovah is stated 
to have moved from one place to another, though possessed of omni¬ 
presence. But the Editor overlooked, or thought it judicious to omit 
to notice, the real point of my argument in the Second Appeal, which 
1 now repeat: “ For the attribute '>f omnipresence is quite incon¬ 
sistent with the human notions of the ascent and descent eieot- 
ed by the Son of man." It is not impossible for the omnipresent 
God that* he should manifest himself wherever be chooses without 
violating his omnipresence; but the notion of occup;^ng two verr 
distant places- at one time by a eon of man, is, of course, con- 
traiy to the ideas acquired by human experience, unless this extra¬ 
ordinary circumstahnce be ascribed to the power of performing 
miracles bestowed on man by Gk>d. 

Jesus, however, took every precaution in wording his disconne 
with Nicodemus, by the use of the term man in the very same verse, 
(13,) thus establishing his humanity; but, notwithstanding this, the- 
prejudices of a great number of his followers have induced them to 
infer his ubiquity, and thereby his deity, from the same verse. 

I wiU not recur to the examination of such passages as '* who made- 
all things,” “ who upholds all thingb,'* Ac., alluded to here by the- 
Editor, having often noticed them in the former part of this work. 

Let us now come to the real point, and ascertain whether mr not 
the word, in the original Greek, which is rendered ” is ” in the Enj^isht 
version, in the phrase ” who is in heaven,” actually signifies the pre¬ 
sent tense, as a candid inquiry into this very point will bring us to ar 
satisfactory decision at once. The word in the original is mv, a parti¬ 
ciple, and not a verb ; and all that I said in my Second Appeal may 
be compressed into three remarks. In the first place, that the time 
of the participle is referred to the time of the verb found in the 
sentence; aud to corroborate this opinion, I quoted Bishop IGddle- 
ton’s Doctrine of the Greek article, Part, i. p. 42, Note: “ We ate to 
refer the time of the participle to the time of the act, Ac., implied in 
the verb; for past, present, and future cannot be meant otherwise 
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Huroni respect Of act.’** And I also cited John i.48, OmittSoi'(r<, 
I aaw time whe»ihon wastliterally, “ I saw diee being,” in tHhieh 
the present participle implies the past in correspondence with the 
TBrb ojov, or “ I saw,” found in the same Terse. I now also beg the 
attention of the Editor to toe common usage of almost all the 
languages that hare the use of a present participle, in whidh he will 
find ^ participles generally referring to the time of the verb related 
to it In English, for example, in the following phrase, “ Being ill, I 
■could not call upon you", the time of the present participle “ being,” 
Te&rs, 1 presume, to the rerb ” could not caU.” implying the past tense. 

In the second place, I quoted Levit vii. 33, xiv. 47, in which the 
present participle is accompanied with the definite article, obserring, 
that "these present participles are referred to a time present wi& 
Tsspect to the Act of the verba connected with them, but future, with 
respect to the command of God"—^that is when the dehiute aracle 
is pxefipEed in Greek to a present participle, it has reference to the 
Terb connected with it in an indefinite manner. So we find man 3 r 
instances in the New Testament similar to tnoee quoted from Leriti* 
cue. In the third place, I said, “ MoreoTer, we frequendv find the 
present participle used in a past tense, eyen without reference to the 
time of the rerb. John ix. 25: Tt tfiXot w apn bacww “ Being blind, 
now I seethat is, “ Having been blind, now I see.' 

The Editor, omitting to notice the second and third arguments 
adduced by me, luases remarks only on the first, saying, that « were 
this criticism (‘ being in heaven, instead of ' is in heaven ’) perfectly 
correct, it would not be of the least service to our author, as, ‘ he 
being in heaven,’ is precisely the same as, * he who is inheaven.’ ” I 
Dusitively object to the accuracy of this assertion of the Editor; for 
the verb “ is,” generally affirms an act or a state at the time present 
when spoken; but the present participle <ov, or “ being," even when 
preceded by the_ definite article n or “ the,” implies time indefinitely, 
though the article or is often rendered by a relative pronoun “ who ” or 
“ which," and the participle by a verb; for the sake of elegance in 
English composition. I beg to refer the Editor first to those texts 
quoted in my Second Appeal. Levit. vii. 33 tO tpoa^tputv —avnp 
coTon 6 Spaxtcav d Sifuxr, “ The offering (person) for him shall be the 

* Tim Ekiitor lus given, in p. 607, a quotation from Bishop Middleton, with some 
nmaihs of his own. but 1 am perfectly willing to leovo it to the discerning render to 
'edge whether it corrobomtee my opinion or makes againet it. 
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ri^t sbouldei " Althoogh the participle “ ottering ” Ir found here in 
the present tense, yet it indisputably implies, that at any time in 
future m which the offering may be made, “the oSerei snail be 
entitled to the right shoulder.” Lev xir. 47: ‘0 c<r0ciiv—vXmtra 
4 /iaria avrov “The eating (person) shall wash his clothes.” The word 
**. eating,” though found here in the present participle, preceded by the 
de^te Greek article tr signifies any part of the future in which the 
act of eating shall take place. The phrase, “ the eating," (person,) is 
rendered in the English yersion “ he that eateth,” conformably to the 
idiom of the Eng lish language; but this change of construction does 
not produce any change in the real meaning conyeyed by the original 
Greek. As this phrase, “ he that eats,” bears no allusion to ihe 
support of tne doctrine of the Trinity, no one will, I presumo, 
scruple to interpret it in its original sense; that is, he wno eats 
at any time future with respect to the cconmandment of God. shall 
wash his clothes. 

Secondly I refer the Editor to the passages ne quoted in p. 608, 
to saye me the trouble of selecting them. John iii. 4 : “ How can a 
TYiftTi be bom when he is old,” literally, “ being oldthat is, at any 
point of-time, ho man being old can be bom. Ver. 15: “ That no man 
believing oh him should perishthat is, no one who may be induced 
-to believe'Jesus at any time, eyen up to the last day, should perish. 
Ter. 18: “ He not belieying is condemned already;” that is, he who 
rejects me at any time, is condemned already in the diyme decree. 
Ver. 20: “Erery one doing eyil hateth light,” at any time whatsoeyer. 
Ver. 29 “ He haying the bride is the bridecroom,” at any period of 

time. Ver. 31: “ He being of the earth, is earthly,’ at any period of 
time. Again, ch. y. 3 In these lay a great multitude of folk impo¬ 
tent,” &c. In the original Greek, the yerb “to lie,” is in the 
imperfect tense, and consequently the participle may be urns rendered, 
“ Who were impolout up to that time.” Ver. 5: “ And a cenam 
tnnn was there, who had an infirmity thirty and eight years" In 
this yerse the participle is not preceded by ^e article: this, however, 
signifies that a certain man nad an infirmity when he was present at 
the pool—not at the rime when St. John narrated this circumstance. 
But with a view to expose my argument to ridicule, the Editor puts 
his own words into my mouth, saving, (p. 608,) “ In this chapter, ver. 
4, we have, ‘ How can a man be bom when he is old. literally, 
' being old,’ on our author’s plan, ‘ having been old, and now not 
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being so ” and so on in all the above-stated verses. But I wonder 
how he could mistake what I have advanced in my Second 
Appeal in explanation of a present participle preceded by the' 
article in the following words : “ The olfering (person) for him shall 
be the right shoulder;—the eating (person) shall wash his clothes. 
These present participles are referred to a time precent with respect 
to the act of the verl)s connected with them, but future 'With 
respect to the command of God.” Now my reader may judgw 
whether I conliued tlie meaning of a present participle to the past 
tense, as the Editor, no doubt inadvertently, misrepresents n^y 
arguments. 

Thirdly. I beg to refer the Editor to the translation of that verse 
by the celebrated I )r. (Jampbell: “ For none ascendeth into heaven, 
but he who descended from heaven, the Son of man, whose abode 
is in heavenin which the sense of the participle is referred to an. 
indefinite time; for, a person whose abode is in Loudon, may have 
his temporary residence in Paris. 

Fortlily. I beg also to refer to tlie explanation of the article or 
before a participle, given by Parkhurst: “ xi. With a participle it 
may generally be rende red by, who, that, whick, and the participle aa 
a verb. Thus 1 John ii. 4, d Ktym, he who saith, i. e.. the fnetaon) 
saying. John, i. IS, d m toho is or was." 

As tc the assertion of the Editor, Uiat where the time of the 
participle “ lieing," found in the phrase ” being In heaven," referred 
to the vert) “ to ascend up to heaven,” it would completely prove the 
ubiquity of Christ, or involve perfect absurdity,—I presume there 
would ^ neither of these difficulties, in the event of the participle 
being referred to the verb mentioned in the verse ; for one’s being in 
heaven, or having his abode in heaven, does not render his ascent to 
heaven impossible, nor does it tend to prove his deity. Let us apply 
these circumstances as they stand literally to Moses and Elias, who 
descended from their heavanly abode, and appeared witih Jesus Christ 
to his apostles, (Matt. xvii. 3,) and again ascended, would' it prove 
their ubiquity, or involve absurdity? But is ther4 anything more 
absurd than an attempt to prove the ubiquity of a son of man 
capable of occupying only a certain small space on earth ? 

In reply to his assertion, that “ when John wishes to describe m 
past state of action or being, he chooses some past participle," I only 
beg to remind him, Uiat in the Greek language there is no pastor 
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fataie participle for the verb to be, and, consequently, the presen* 
participle is used for those tenses under tlie specific rules.^ 

As to the second passage which he quoted to demonstmte me 
Ubiquity of Jesus. (Matt, xviii. 20, “For where two or three are 
gathered together in ray narae, there ara I in the midst of them,”) 
I oheerved in my'Second Appeal, “ Is it not evident that the saviour 
meant here, by being in the midst of two or'three of his disciples, his 
guidance of them when joined in searching for the truth, without 
preferring any claim to ubiquity? We find similar expressions in 
the Scriptures wherein the guidance of the prophets of God is meant 
by words that would imply their presence. Luke xvi. 29: ‘ Abraham 
said unto him. They have Moses and the prophets, let them hear 
them.’ No one will suppose that the expression is intended to signify 
that the Jews actually had Moses and the prophets in person among 
them, or that they could hear them speak, in the literal sense of the 
■words; nor can any one deduce the omnipresence of Moses and 
the propneis from such expressions.” 

The Editor, to avoid entering into the main argumeni, puts the 
following questions, to which I shall now reply. 1st. "‘If Christ 
guided them, must he not have been with them for that purpose ?” 
Yes, he has been with them in the same manner as Moses and the 
prophets have been with the Israelites, as is evident from the above- 
quoted passage of Luke, as well as from another which I sliall now | 
cite. 1 John iii. 24: “ And he that keepeth his commandments 
dweUeth in him, and he in him; and hereby we know that he ahideth 

® The true cxpl.iiijiiuu ot the veree l^ gneu in the liiPiiottB Vleuks, .la {oIIowk: 
“Kow DO man b.itb aecendeil np tu hea\rn, but he nbo came down from beax’en.t even 
the Son of Man, [who it. in liesiven.] ” * 

t " U* vhii e/me iloten from luazcn.] Thia clauae is correlative to the preceding. 
If the fonner is to be undenutootl of a local ascent, the latter must be interpreted of n local 
descent But if the former clause i- to he understood Kgiirativrlr, as Kaiheliua and 
Doddridge explain it. the latter ought, iii all reason, to lie iiiteriireted figiu-atitely likewise. 
If ' to ascend into heaven,' eignifie-tu liecome uci|uainted with tJie truths of (iml, 'to 
Aeaceiid from heaven,' is to Itring down, and to discover those truth' to the world .\iid 
this teit clearly explain' the meaning of the pluwee wherever it oocnis in this evangelist. 
‘Coming down from hiiixeii.’ raeoiv eoiiiiiig from (>od, (see ver t'.) as Nieodeiiius 
expresM'il It, uho dnl iioe niHlerstand this of a local drsi'eiit, but of atlitiiieeoiiiiiiiesion. 
So t'hii't iiitirprets it ver. IT ' Su 

J’-WIm ■'.* I'n heoreti] Thiv ilause ii wanting in some of the best copies. If itu 
antheiitieity o allowed, it is to lx‘ understood of the kimwle*lse ediich Clirist possessed 
of Ut» Father's will. See Jolin i. lit." 



tn tw, by the spirit tohieh he hath given UB." 2nd. “ If there wn» 
only ttro such little companies searching for the truth at the acme 
moment, must he not have possessed ubiquity to guide them both ?” 
I reply by two othei questions. If the Jews of Galilee and of' Jem> 
Salem “ have Moses and the Prophets ” at the same time for their 
‘guidance, are Moses and the Prophets to be supposed to have been 
possessed of ubiquitv ? After Elijah went up to heaven, (2 Kings, ii. 
11,) and his spirit was seen resting on Elisha, who remained on eaflh^ 
(ver. 15,) does the circumstance of Elijah’s being in heaven» and 
being with his servant Elisha on earth in spirit at the same time, 
prove the ubiquity of Elijah? 3rd. The Editor asks, “ If he (Jesus) 
was with Christians to guide them, has he left tliem now ?” I reply, 
neither Jesus nor Moses and the prophets have now forsaken those 
that sincerely search into truth, and are not fettered wath early- 
acquired human opinions. 4th. “How, then, can he be the same 
yesterday, today, and for ever ? ’’ My reply is, he has been the same 
in like manner as David has been, in “ keeping the law continually 
for ever and ever." (Psalm cxix. 44.) 5th. “ Does our author need to- 
be told that this meant the writings of Moses and the Prophets ?” 
I reply, that this expression means their words preserved for ever by 
means of writing as the statutes of God. Psalm cxix. 152: “ Con¬ 
cerning thy testimonies, I have known of old that thou hast fotmded 
them for ever.’’ Ver. 89 : “ For ever, 0 Lord, thy word is settled in 
heaven." And Deui. xxxn. 1, Moses exclaims, “Give ear, 0 ye 
heavens, and I will speak, and hear, 0 earth, the words of my mouth; 
my doctrine shall drop as the rain, my speech shall distil as the dew,” 
&c. 6th. “ Did Jesus mean that they had his writings with them ?” I 
reply, he meant, of course, that they had his lowly spirit, and his 
words, which were afterwards published and preserved in writing, 
7th “Where were the writings of Jesus at that time?” I said not 
a word of ms writings m my Second Appeal. Why the Editor puts 
this question to me, I know not. It is, however, evident, that Jesus 
himself, wtuls OQ earth, like other prophets of God, never omitted 
to express his doctrines and precepts, which have been handed down 
in writing up to this day. 

SECOND POSITION. 

The Editor quoted Mattliew xi. 27, “ No man knoweth the Son,, 
but the Father ; neither knoweth any man the Father, save the Son, 
and he to whomsoever the Son n-iU reveal him, ” to shew that Jesus 
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Mcribes to bimsolf a Liiowled/;e and an incomprehenaibiiity ot nature 
eaual to tnat of God. 1 consequently asked the Editor in my Second 
Appeal, “ If he by the tena ‘ incomprehensible’, undentands a total 
impossibility of being comprehended in any degree, or only the 
impossibility of attaining to a perfect knowledge of God ?" If the 
former, we must be under the necessity of denying such a total 
incomprehensibility of the Godhead ; for the very passage cited by 
the Editor declares God to be comprensible not to the Son alone, but 
also to every one who should receive revelation from the Son; and 
in John xvi. 16, 17, Jesus ascribes to his disciples a knowledge of 
the Holy Ghost, whom the Editor considers one of the persons of 
Godhead, possessed of the same nature with God. But if the Editor 
understands by the passage he has quoted, the incomprehensibility of 
the real nature of the Godhead, I admit the position, but deny his 
inference that such an incomprehensibility proves the nature of the 
object to be divine, as being peculiar to God alone, for it appears evi¬ 
dent that a knowledge of the real nature even of a common leal^ or 'a 
visible star, surpasses human comprehension. The Editor, although 
he filled one page (610) in examining that part of the reply, yet made 
no direct answer to the foregoing question, but repeats his inference 
from these passages, “ that Jesus himself can comprehend the nature 
of the Fatlier, and that his own nature is equally inscrutablebut 
the verse in question does not convey one or other of these positions. 
As to the first, we find the latter part of the sentence (“neither knoweth 
any man the Father, save the Son, and he to whomsoever the Son will 
reveal him") declaring an exception to tlie general assertion made in 
the former part of it; (“neither knoweth any man the Father;”) that 
is, the Son, and those to whom the Son reveals God. were the only 
individuals that knew tlie nature of the lather. Would not this 
exception be distinctly contrary botn to the sacred authorities, and to 
common sense; as me scripture declares positively that the nature of 
God is incomprehensible to men? Job xxxiv. 26: “God is great, we 
know him not;” and common sense teaches us every moment, Uiat if the 
real nature of the works of God is incomprehensible to the human 
intellect, how much more must the nature oi God himself be beyond 
human understanding! As to the second, if the circumstance of the 
Sou s declaring himself (according to the Editor) to be inscrutable in 
nature, be ^knowleilged equalizing him witli God, similar dec¬ 
larations by his apostles would of course raise ibeni to the same footing 
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ol eaudity with tihe Deity I Jcdui ui. 1: “Thereiora the werid 
knoweth ns not, beceuse it knew him not,” corrobonted by John xtu 
JS6, ” 0 xinbteotts Fether, the world hath not known thee,” Ac. It ie 
4heraiore, evident, that neither can an impoeaibility of comprehending 
>Ooa, in any degree, be meant by this pasaage, the apostieB having 
Itnown God by tevelation; nor can the comprehension oT the real nature 
•of God be nnderstood by it, as such a knowledge is declared to be un¬ 
attainable by mankind. The verse in question must be thus understood, 
na the meanina evidently is, “that no one but tlie Father can fully com- 
(^rehend the object and extent of the Son's commission, and no one 
(but the Son comprehends the counsels and designs of the Father with 
eespect to the instruction and reformation of mankind. It is impossi* 
'ble that Jesus can be speaking here of the person and nature of the 
Father, for this he did not, and could not reveal, being essentially 
incomprehensible. Neither, therefoie, does lie mean the nature and 
nerson of the Son. What Christ knew and revealed ‘ was the Father’s 
willcorresponding to this, ‘ that which the Father, and the Father 
only, knew, was the nature and extent of the Son’s commission.' ” 
(Impboved Versios). 

THIRD P08ITI0K. 

As the Editor expressed his opinion that “ Jesus exercised in an 
(independent manner the prerogative of forgiving sin, which is pecu 
liar to God,” founding this opinion upon the authority of Mark ii, S 
Matt. u. 2, “ Thy sins be forgiven thee,” I inquired in my Secom 
Appeal, “ Does not this passage, (/ But when the multitude saw it 
•they marvelled, and glorified God who had given such power unu 
.men. Matt. ix. 8,) convey an express declaration that Jesus was ai 
jnuch dependent on God in exercisbg the power of forgiving sins, 
and healing the sick, as the other prophets who came forth from God 
before him?” To which the Editor replies, “We answer, only in 
the opinion of the multitude, who knpw him not, but took him for a 
4 (reat prophet.” 

T feel surprised at the assertion of the Editor, diat it was the 
agawant multitude, who knew not of the nature of Jesus, that made 
ithe ftdlowing declaration “ who had given such power to men ;” since 
at IS the Uoly Spirit which speaks by the mouth of the evangelist 
Matthew saying. ■ whei. the multitude saw it, they marvelled, and 
gloritied God. who bad aiven such power unto men.” 
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X wander how the Editor coold allow bis zeal in support of the 
Trinity so far to bias his mind, that he has attempted to wealmi 
the authority of the holy eTangelist, by ascribing his words to the 
ignorant multitude of Jews. I wonder sdll more, to observe that, 
notwithstanding the Editor declares the apostles and primitive 
Christians, (whom he does not esteem as persona of the Godhead, but 
adnuts to be mere men,) to have been possessed of the power of 
pardooing sins through the influence of Jesus; yet he ma i n tains the 
opinion, that none, except God, can forgive sins, even through the 
gift of the Deity himself. 

The Editor says, “ Not, however, in the opinion of the Scribes, 
who were better acquainted with their own scriptures, and who, 
although they glorified him not as Gk)d, could not restrain themselvM 
from acknowledging the display of his Godhead by accusing him of 
blaqihemy on that very account.” 

The Jews were so ill-disposed towards Jesus, that thi6‘ is not Ihe 
first instance in which they sought a pretence for destroying him 
under the charge of blasphpmy; for in John v. 16, they resolve to 
slay him merely on pretence of his having healed a man on the 
sabbath day, as I noticed before; and, in chapter xii. 10, 11, they 
came to a determinatiop, under the cloak of religion, to kill him 
Lazarus also, whom Jesus raised after death, though they knew 
that many of their prophets raised the dead, without offending God or 
the people. And they also very frequently mistook his meaning. But 
Jesus often forbore to repel their charges, some instances of which I 
have already pointed out. As to Jesus’s knowledge of the human 
heart, as far as it respects his divine commission and future judgment, 
and his power of performing miraculous deeds, even sometimes without 
vwbal reference to God, having often noticed these matters I nhall not 
recur to them Imre. 

The Editor deniee the apostles having been impressed with a belief, 
that it was the Almighty Father that empowered Jesus to forgive sins 
and to perform miracles. I therefore refer the Editor to the very phrase, 
"Who had given such power unto men,” and to Acts 31, "ffim hath 
God exalted with his right hand to be a Prince and a Saviour, for to 
give repentance to laiael, and forgiveness of sins.” xiii. 38, “Throu^ 
this man (meaning the Saviour) is preached unto yon the forgiveness 
of sins.” Do not these verses shew, beyoM a doubt, that Jesus 
received from God the power of fozgiving sins on sincere repentance ? 

54 
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The Editor makes no direct answer to Lake xxiii. 34, in which 
Jesus prays to the Father for the pardon of the murder perpetrated by 
the Jews upon him, nor to Luke xi. 4, Matt vi. 14, which I quoted in 
my Second Appeal. The Editor alludes to the importance of the 
expression, “That thy Son may glorify thee.” But by referring to the 
Scriptures, he will find, similar terms are as common in the language 
of the Jews, in their address to Ood, as any other expressions of 
reverence for the Deity. 

FOURTH V08ITJ0N. 

With a view to substantiate his fourth position, that almighty 
power is claimed by Jesus in the most unequivocal manner, the Editor 
thus comments on the passage, John v. 19—36, quoted by me in my 
Second Appeal: “Jesus, when persecuted by the Jews, for having 
healed a man on the sabbath day, said ‘My Father worketh hitherto, 
and I work.' This provoked the Jews still more, because he had now 
said, that God was his Father, making himself equal with God.” The 
Editor adds, “This observation shews us, that not only the Jews, but 
John himself, understood Christ’s calling God his Father, to be making 
himself Ood." It would have been a correct translation of the original 
Greek, if the Editor had said, “making himself equal with, or like 
Ood,” instead of “making himself God" (vide the original Greek). It 
is obvious, that one’s calling another his Father gives apparent ground 
to understand that there is an equality of nature or likeness of 
properties between them, either in quantity or quality of pdwer in 
performing works. But to know what kind of equality or likeness 
should be meant in ch. v. 18, we have luckily before us the following 
texts, in which Jesus declares, that his likeness with God consisted in 
doing what he saw the Father do, and quickening the dead; avowing 
repeatedly, at the same time, his inferiority to and dependence on 
Q^, in so p^ain a manner, that the Jews who heard him abstained 
from the measures of persecution that they had intended to adopt, 
flltb oiigb the Saviour continued to call God his Father, through Ae 
whole of the remaining chapter, in the hearing of the Jews. Nay, 
further, from the whole of his conduct and instructions, so impressed 
were the Jews with his dependence upon and confidence in the 
Father as hie God, that when he was luuiging on the cross they fixed 
upon this as a ground of taunt and reproach, sajring, “He trusted in 
Ood; let him deliver him novf, if he will have him. for he said 
‘I am the Bon of God.’ ” Matt, xxvii. 43. 
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The Editor thea proceeds to ssy, “This (charge <>i equality) Jesus 
neither den>»a nor corrects, but adds, ‘The Son can do nothing of 
himself, but whst he seeth the Father do,’ which must necessarily be 
the case, if, as our author affirms, the Father and the Son are one in 
will and design.” I ask the Editor, whether this be the language of 
one who is Aliuighty V If the Father and the Son be equaDy Almighty, 
why should the Son wait until the Father acts, and then imitate him ? 
If a subordinate officer, having been accused of equalizing himself with 
his superior, thus declares, ‘‘1 cannot march a single step myself— 
hut where 1 see him march, I do march,”—would this be considered 
an avowal of his equality with his superior ? My readers will be pleased 
to judge. The Editc then says, that “Jesus adds further, ‘For what¬ 
ever things he doth, these also dotli the Sou likewise a more full 
declaration of equality with the Fatlier cannot be imagined. How 
could the Son do whatsoever the Father doth, if he were not equal to 
him in power, wisdom, truth, mercy, dc. ?” The Editor here omits 
to quote the very next line, “ FOR the Father loveth tiie Son, and 
iheweth him aU things that himself doeth,” in which the preposition 
“for” assigns reasons lor the Son’s doing what the Father doth ; i. e. 
since the Father loveth the Son, and sheweth him his works, the Son 
is enabled to do what he sees the Father do. To the Editor’s query, 
“What finite being could understand all that God doth, if shewn him ?” 
I reply. Divine wisdom will of course not shew anything to one whor 
It has not previously enabled to comprehend it. flow could ti' • 
following passages escape the memory of the Editor, when he put tl 
question; Amos iii. 7, “Surely the Lord God will do nothing, bi . 
revealeth his secret unto his servants the prophetsPsalm xxv. 
“The tecret of the Lord is with them that fear him, and he will shew 
them his covenant” ? Did not they imderstand all that was shewn and 
revealed unto them? If they did, were they, in consequence, all 
iuhnite beings, as the Editor argues, from this circumstance, Jesus 
is? 

The EJditor proceeds to say, “Jesus adds, ‘For as the Father quick- 
eneththe dead, even so the Son quickeneth whom he wiU.’ Here, 
then, he declares himself equal with the Father in sovereignty of will 
as well as in almighty power.” The Editor again omits a part of the 
sentence which runs thus: "So the Son quickeneth whom he will; 
FOB the Father judgeth no man, but hath conunitted all judgment 
unto the Son." Does not the latter part of the sentence shew clearly. 
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that the power which the Sod enjoyed in quickening those whom he 
chose, was entirely owing to the commission girenhim by the Father? 
In order to weaken the force of verse 22, the Editor says, ‘*The 
Father, however, whose it is equally with the son, commits all judg¬ 
ment to the Son, as the incarnate mediator between Qod and man, 
because he is the Son of Man.” My readers may observe, that if Jesus 
received all power of judging men in his human nature, he must ]^ve 
quickened whom he pleased, as the consequence of that power, in 
his human capacity; how, then, could the Editor infer the deity of 
Jesus from one circumstance (quickening the dead) which entirely 
depends upon another, the power of judging,) enjoyed by him in his 
human nature ? Lest it should be supposed t^t individual instances 
of the dead being raised by Jesus is here meant, I may just mention 
that he exercised this power in common with other prophets. 

As to his assertion, that tlie work of judging mankind belongs, by 
nature, equally to the Son and to the Father, I only refer the Editor 
to Matt. lix. 28, and Luke xxii. 29, 30, in which the apostles are 
represented as invested with the power of judging the Twelve Tribes 
of Israel, and to 1 Cor. vi. 2, which ascribes the power of judging the 
world to righteous men; and I hope that the Editor will be convinced, 
from these authorities, that the “ work of judging mankind ” does 
not belong, by nature, to the Son and to the Father.” He introduces, 
in the course of this argument, John viii. 58, and Rev. i. 8, which 1 
have often examined in the preceding pages. 

He at last comments on verse 23, “ That all men should honour 
the Son as they honour the Father,” saying, that “ to this glorious 
declaration of the Son’s Gkxihead, our author merely objects, &at this 
means likeness in nature an^ quality, and not in exact degree of 
honour. But what are the nature and quality of the honour paid to 
Qod the Father ? Diyjine honour of the highest kind and such as 
can be given to no creature.” The phrases, ” to honour Qod, and to 
adore Qod,” are used in quite different senses; the latter being 
peculiarly applicable to Qod, but the former generaUy implying only 
such manifestation of reverence as one may bestow on his father, or 
on another worthy of respect. Mai i. 6: A son honoureth his 
father, and a servant his master: if then I be a Father, whore is mine 
honour, Ac. ? ” Here Qod requires the same kind of honour to be 
paid him as is due to a father. Does Qod here bring himself in 
oensequence, to a level with a parent ? 1 Sam. il 30: “ But now the 
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lind aaith, Be it Itr from me: for them that honoar Tr.e,! will 
hoQoiix.”—Here the manifestation of honour between Qod and men 
is reciprocal; but in any sense whatsoever, no worship can be 
reciprocally offered by God and his creatuies. The Editor again 
advances, that “ the fact is, that this phrase' os, ’ really refers to 
degree as well as to nature; see Matt. zx. 14: ' I will give unto this 
last oven as unto thee,’ that is, precisely as much as one peimy.” I 
deny the accuracy of this rule of the Editor, since “ as,” in almost 
all instances, refers either to degree or nature, or to some kind of 
resemblance, a few of which I shall here notice. Gal. iv. 14, Paul 
says to the Galatians. Bnt received me at an angel of God, even at 
Chritt Jetue.” Did Paul permit the Galatians to receive him with 
precisely the same kind of honour, both in kind and degree, as was 
due to Christ Jesus ? Matt. x. 25: “ It is enough for the disciple 
that he he at hie maeter, and the servant as his Lord,” &c. Did 
Matthew mean here precise equality in kind and degree, between a 
disciple and his master, and a servant and his Lord ? zix. 19: “ Thou 
ahalt love thy neighbour as thyself ” Did the Saviour mean here, 
that precisely the same quality and degree of love, which one entertains 
towards himsell, should be entertained towards others ? Gen. iii. 22: 
“Behold the man is become at one of ns.” Did Adam then become, both 
in nature and degree, equally wise with the Omniscient God ? Now, 
my readers will judge whether or not such a phrase as “men should, 
or may, honour the Bon as they honoar the Father,” equalizes the Son, 
in nature and degree, with the father. As to the verse above-quoted, 
(Matt. zz. 14), it implies sameness in oegree, and not necessarily 
sameness in kind, for the same sum maybe given in different, currency. 
The Editor quotes Heb. iii. 3, 4, in order to shew “in what sense the 
Prophet to be sent was like Moses.” As I examined this verse in page 
365,1 will not recur to it again. I only remind the Editor of Dent, 
xviii. 15,18, where he will perceive in what sense Jehovah himself 
drew a likeness between the Saviour and Moses, which passage ie 
repeated m Acts iii. 22, and also of St. Matthew xvii. 3, as well as 
of Mark ix. 4, wherein they express a wish to manifest the same 
reverence to the Saviour as to Moses and Elias; but it is quite optional 
with the Editor to treat Moses in any manner he pleases. 

In answer to his mquiry. “Why should it offend our autboi, that 
when the Son, for the suffering of death, took upon him tbe form of a 
servant, &b., ?” my reply .is, that it does not offend me in the least; but 
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I must coafcBS, that such an expression as “when God, for the suffering 
of death, took upon him the form of a servant,” seems to me very 
extraordinary, as my idea of God is quite at variance with that of a 
being subjected to death and servitude. 

The Editor overlooked several other passages, quoted Oy me, among 
which there was Matt. x\. S.l; “To sit on ray right hand, and on mv 
left, is not mine to give, but to them for whom it is prepared ot my 
Fatlier.” 

He peihai)s hesitate*! to rely on the sophistry used by the orthodox, 
that Jesus denied })eing possessed of almighty power only in his numan 
capacity. 'I’he Editor, it is possible, perceived, that as the gift of all 
power to Jesus, n)eiitioned in Matt, xxviii. 18, is explained by the 
orthodox of his human capacity ; the denied ot almighty power could 
not, tliercl'ore, be understood f)t that very human nature in which he is 
said to have possessed it. 

FItTU POSITION. 

The Editor says, that “our author’s objections to the fifth position, 
tliat Jesus’s having all judgment committed to him, proves his om¬ 
niscience, have been so fully met already, tliat scarcely anything 
remains to be added.” 

In answer tf) which, I have only to say, that the arguments adduced 
by the Editor having been previously noticed, it is therefore left to my 
readers to examine them, and to come to a determination whether they 
tend to prove the omniscience of the Son or not. The Editor, however, 
adds liere, that omniscience is essential to the act of judging mankind. 
As I have already dwelt much on this subject in the preceding para¬ 
graph, I beg to refer my reader.s to them, wherein they will find that, 
the Son’s knowledge of the events of this world extends no farther 
than as respects the office of judging mankind ; that others are declare*! 
to be vested wdtli the power of judging the world as well as the Son ; 
and that the Son positively denies his omniscience in Mark xiii. 32. 
The Editor concludes by saying, that “his (Fatlier’s) giving him 
‘ to have life in himself,’ refers whoUy to his being the mediator 
ill human llesli.” It settles ilie question at once, that whenever 
and'in whatever eapaoity Jesus is declared to have had life, he had 
it a.-, a gift of the lather ; and the object of our inquiry and reverence 
is the Son endev'ed with Hie, and not one destitute of it. 
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SIXTH POSITION. 

The Editor begins by observing, that “ to the sixtii position, that 
Jesus accepted worship due to God alone, our author objects, 
‘ That the word ‘ worship,' both in common acceptation and scriptural 
writings, is used sometimes as implying an external mark of religious 
xeverence paid to God, and at other times as signifying merely the 
token ot civil respect due to superiors; that those who worshipped 
Jesus did not believe him to be God, or one of the three persons of 
the Godhead ; and Jesus, in his acknowledged human capacity, never 
prayed to himself, or directed his followers to worship or pray to him.’ 
Granting that ‘worship’ in Engliin, and irpofrurptw in Greek, are 
Bometimes used to denote civil respect, and tliat the worship paid by 
the servant to his mastei, Matt xviii. 26, and by the people to David, 
meant merely civil respect, still the position is not touched ih the 
least degree.” The reason which the Editor assigns for ^is position 
not being touched, is, that “ whether the blind man, the lepeTs, the 
mariners, and others, knew wliat they didin worshipping Jesus, is not 
so mucli the question, as whetlier Jesus knew ; for if he suffered 
them, even through ignorance, to yield him divine worship, when 
Peter did not suffer it in Cornelius for a moment, unless he were 
God, he must have had less di^'Oemment or less piety and concern 
for the Divine honour liiau bis own disciples." P. CIS. 

As the Editor agrees that the term ” ‘ worship, in English’ and 
jrpoorarwfw in Gieek, are sometimes used to denote civil respect,” 
it is of course necessary to ascertain wdiether the blind man, 
&c., knew what they did in worshipping Jesus ; that is, whether 
they meant to bestow civil re- pect, or to offer religious reverence. 
But from all the local ciu .I'^.tanc^'b which I pointed out in the 
Second Appeal, it is evident that they, ..s well as Jesus, knew 
that they were manifesting civil respect only by worshipping 
him, in the same way as it is evident, from the circumsUnces 
of David’s not declining to receive worship from the people and 
Daniel from king Nebuchadnezzar, that the iieople and king in¬ 
tended merely civil respect to them. As to Peter’s rejection 
of the worship offered him by Cornelius, it may easily be acconntea 
for, Bince, as Jesus was endowed with the power of knowing things 
connected with his divine commission, so Peter had the knowledge of 
secret events concerning his apostolic duty. From the language 
which the blind man and others used, and from his knowledge of 
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their thoughts, the Saviour, like other ancient prophets, gave a tacit 
consent to the worship (or, properly speaking, civil reverence) offered 
1^ them : while Peter rejected the worship offered him by Cornelius, 
knowing that he meant it as an external mark of religious reverence, 
which was due to God alone, as is evident from the language of Peter, 
“ I myself am a man.” Having already noticed the exclamation of 
Thomas I shall not recur to the subject in this place. 

The Editor says, “ Was Stephen (ignorant) when he committed to 
him his departing soul in language similar to that in which Christ 
on the cross had committed his spirit to the Father ?” 

The language of Stephen alluded to by the Editor, and ftiat of 
Christ, bears little resemblance. Among the many expressions attri¬ 
buted to Jesus on the cross, none of them resemble the invocation 
of Stephen, except that given in Luke xxiii. 46, “ Father, into thy 
hands I commend my spiritwhich is natural for every human 
being having any idea of God, or feelings of devotion on the approach 
of death. Stephen’s exclamation (Acts vii. 59, “ Lord Jesus, receive 
my spirit”) was merely an application to Jesus in preference to 
the angels of death, whom he expected to receive his soul and 
convey it to the bosom of the Divinity. The notion of angels of 
death receiving and conveying away the spirit at the time of dissolu¬ 
tion, is familiar to the Jews, in common with other Eastern nations, 
as appears from their traditions, and from Prov. xvi. 14, “ The wrath 
of a king is as messengers " (in the Hebrew, properly, “ angels”) “ of 
death”—i. e. in a despotic country, the displeasure of the tyrant is 
equivalent to death. From Stephen’s saying, that he saw “ the 
Son of Man ttanding on the right hand of God,” we may easily 
perceive the notion which he had formed of the nature of Jesus 
Christ. 

As to Christ’s offering prayers and worship to the Father, and 
directing his apostles to do so, the Editor attributes them to the “ state 
of humiliation in which his infinite love to sinners had placed him.” 
If Jesus deemed it necessary, in hia human capacity, to offer up pray¬ 
ers, thanksgiving, and worship, to God the Father alone, notwi^- 
standing he was JUled bodily with God the Son, (according to the 
Editor,) and to direct his apostles to follow his example, is it not 
incumbent upon us also, in following his pattern, to thank, pray to 
and wonhip the Father alone, as long as toe are human ? But the 
tru tb is that the assertion of the Editor, attributing Christ’s devotim 
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towards Gbd to his human nature, is entirely unsupported by scrip¬ 
tural authority 

The Ekiitor further says, that if Jes'js were nol Clod the apostles, 
the primitive saints, and the angels in heaven, would be guilty of 
idolatry, and the Eternal Father of encouraging it. 

To quit the Father and Jesus Christ of the charge of encouraging 
idoktiy, and the apostles, and the saints, and the angels, of the s'n of 
idol worship, it suffices to quote Matthew iv. 10, A VT 41 /sov((i Xarpcvtr etc 
** Him only shalt thou serve.” This commandment of the Father of 
the universe, to be found in Deut. vi. 13, repeated and communicated to 
Christians by the most exalted amoqg the prophets (who enjoins reli¬ 
gious adoration to be offered to ffie Father alone) sufficiently vindicates 
God and his Christ from the above charge. The aixwtles so strictly 
observed this divine communication through their Master, under the 
Christian dispensation, that, throughout the tohole New Testameat, 
they applied exclusively to Ood alone this verb, Aarpci/w, (rendered in 
the English version “to sstm,”) and not once to Jesus, or to any other 
being in any book of the New Testament; while, on similar occasions, 
they used for him or others the verbs SovXfvw or StoBovew, rendered 
also in the English version “ to oerve", which tends no less to vindicate 
them. They further pronounce those who eerve (from the verb 
karptvw) any one except God, to be rebels and idolators,—Rom. 
i. 25 ;^Acts vii. 42. I now entreat the Editor to examine the subject, 
and, by following the example of the apostles and primitive saints, 
glorify a religion intended to be raised far above the debasement of 
idolatry 

TB£ SEVENTH AND LAST POSITION. 

The Editor naving attempted to prove the deity of the Son, and 
the personality of the Holy Ghost, from the circumstance of their 
names being associated with that of the Father of the universe, I 
observed in my Second Appeal, that “ a profession of belief in God 
is unquestionably common to all religions supposed to have been 
founded upon the authority of the Old Testament; but each is dis¬ 
tinguished from the other by a public profession of faith in their 
respective founders, expressing such profession in a language that 
may clearly exhibit the inferior nature of those founders to the Divine 
Behig, of whom they declare themselvw the mesaongers.” “ The 
Jews claim that they have revelation rendering a belief not in God 
alone, but in Moses also, incumbent upon them. Exod. xiv. 31: 
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‘ The people feared the Lord, and believed the Lord, and hie eervaut 
Moses ’ (to which Jesus also refers in John v. 45, ‘ There is one that 
accuseth you, even Moses, in whom ye trust’). If baptism were ad¬ 
ministered to one embracing Christianity, in the name of ihe Father 
and Holy Spirit, he would thereby no more become enrolled as a 
Christian than as a Jew or a Mohummudan; for both of them, in 
common with Christians, would readily submit to be baptized u the 
name of God, or his prevailing influence over the universe.” I aftei^ 
wards added, in the discussion respecting the Holy Spirit, that “ God 
is invariably represented in revelation as the main object of belief, 
receiving worship ana prayers that proceed from the heart through 
tho first-bom of every creature, the Messiah, (‘ No man cometh unto 
the Father but by me,’) and leading such as worship him in spirit, to 
righteous conduct, and ultimately to salvation, through his guiding 
influence, which is called the Holy Spirit (' When he, the spirit of 
truth, is come, he will guide you unto all troth ’) There is, therefore, 
a moral obligation on tliosewho avow thetrolli of such revelation, 
to profess their belief in God as the sole object of worship; and in 
the Son, through whom they, as Christians, sliould offer divine 
homage; and also in the holy influence of God, from which they 
should expect direction in the paths of righteousness, as the conse¬ 
quence of their sincere prayer and onpjdication. For the same reason 
also, in publicly adopting this rcligio'i, it is proper that those who 
receive it should be baptized in the name of the Fatlior, who is 
the object of worship; of the Son, who is the mediator; and of 
that influence by which spiritual blessings aio c'lnvcyed toman- 
kind, designated in serijiture as the Comforter, Spint ofTrutli, or 
Holy Spirit ” And to jirove the evr''r of the itlea that tlie association 
of names of individuals with tliat rd (iod, in a religioiis profession 
or belief, which is more e-sentia! than any external maik of jirofession, 
could identify or equalize those indix Kluals w-ith God, 1 quoted, Exod. 
xiv. 31, which I have just repeated, amiCliron. xx. 2U, “.lehoshaphat 
stood and said, Hear me, Judah, and ye inhabitants of Jerusalem ; 
believe in the I/ird your God, so shall ye be established , believe his 
Prophets, so shall ye prosper," -wherein the names of Moses and the 
Prophets of God are associated with that of the Deity. Hesides, I 
observed to the Editor, that “fire worshippero, for instance, insisting 
on the literal sense of the words, in example of the Reveiend Editor, 
might refer to that text in the 3rd chanter of Matthew, repeated in 
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Luke iii. 16, iu whidh it is aunonnced that Jesus ‘ will baptize with 
the Holy Ghost and with fire; ’ and they might cont/>nd, Uiat. li 
the association, in the rite of baptism, of the names of the son 
and Holy Ghost with that of the Father be supposed to prove 
their divinity, ,it is clear that Fire also, being associated with the 
Holy Ghost in the same rite, must likewise be considered as a 
part of the Godhead.” He keeps all these arguments out of view, 
and, according to his usual mo<le of reasoning, repeats again in 
his reply what he thought the purport of Heb. i. 10, Rev. ii. 29, 
and has recourse ag.iin to the angel of Bochini, Ac., which, having no 
relation to the subject in question, and having been often examined 
in the preceding pages, I shall pass by here. His only remark con¬ 
cerning tliis last position is, that “ ha<l the passage” {respecting belief 
in God and hit tervanJI Moses) “ quoted from F.xod. xix. 31, been that 
formulary, instead of being a part of a narrative, the oiuisjion in the 
baptismal lite of the clause ‘his servant,’ would have been fatal to 
his objection. If, then, tlie phrase ‘Vus ien’anl,' marks the inferior 
nature of this messenger of God, the omissi )i) of ii in the circMrastau- 
ces just mentioned, (inavoidably proves the equality of the father 
and the Son,” tic. In the first place, if is too obvious t(' need 
proof, that every circumstance mentionc'd iu il’e Sacred Scrip¬ 
tures, even iu the form of narrative if approved of God, is wortliy 
of attention, though not stated in the fommiary of a religious rite 
But, in the second place, the passage quoted ly me ti om 2 Ohronides, 
is a coinman Iment enjoining belief in God and his J^rophets, even 
with the omission, so much desired >iy our Editor, of the term “his 
tenants,” Does this formulary, I ask, with the omission of the term 
“ his tenants," prove the equality of the Father and the Prophets, 
from the circumstance of their being associated with God in a solemn 
religious injunction ? 

In the third place, the term “ Son, ’ equally with tfie word “servant, 
denotes the inferiority of Jesus as plainly as any expression intended 
to denote inferiority can possibly do. But the Editoi says, that‘‘n> ver 
was there a more humble begging of the queslion tluiu the assertion 
tliat tiie epithet ‘ Son ’ ought to be understood and admitted by e ry 
one as expressing the created nature of Christ;—Why ought it thus 
t(‘ be understood and admitted ?” 1 answer, liecanse common sense 
tells us that a son, as well as a servant, must be acknowledged to be 
inferior to his lauier or master. Again, we find David called tiie 
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son of Ood, Solomon the Son of God, Adem the Son of God, and, in 
short, the whole children of Israel denominated sons of God, yet re¬ 
presented in scripture as inferior to God their Father; nay, more- 
orer, Jesus the Son of God positively declares himself to be inferior 
to his Father,—“ My Father is greater than I.” 

Our Editor puts again another query, (p. 622,) “ Can he ever 
prove that among men a son must be of a nature inferior to his 
&ther ?” I reply by putting another question to him : Can the Editor 
ever prove, that among men a servant miut he of a nature inferior 
to his master ? If he cannot, are we to suppose Moses, a servant of 
God, equal in nature with the Deity ? The fact is, that among men a 
servant, a son, and a grandson, are of the same nature with their 
masters, or fathers; but when creation is not effected in the ordinary 
course of nature, there need not be, and is not, an identity of nature 
between one who is called father, ancf another called son; so when 
service is performed by men to others not of their own kind, oneness 
of nature is not necessarily found between the servant and the person 
served. 

The Editor concludes the proposition, saying that “ Our author 
declines renewing the subject relative to Christ’s declaration, ‘ Lo, 1 
am with you always, even to the end of the world’, which, however, we 
are not aware he has ever yet discussed.” The fact is, in examining 
Matt, xviii. 20, “ For where two or three are gathered together in my 
name, there am I in the midst of them,” which the Editor quoted to 
establish the ubiquity of the Son, I inquired in my Second Appeal, ‘Ts 
it not evident that the Saviour meant here, by being in the midst of 
two or three of his disciples, his guidance to them when joined 
together in 8e,,rcbiag for the truth? We find similar expressions 
in the .Scr;^ res. wherein the guidance of the Prophets of God is 
also meant bv \\ ords that would imply their presence.” Luke xvi. 
29: Abraham said unto him They have Moses and the prophets, 
let them hear tliem.” And upon the Editor’s quoting Matt, xxviii. 
20, “ I am with you tlways, even to the end of the world,” in all 
probability to establish the ubiquity of Jesus, I said in my Second 
Appeal, ‘‘I will not renew the subiect, as it has been already dis¬ 
cussed in examining the first positionhaving shewn there that, 
by the presence of Christ and that of other Prophets that ipAj be 
observed m any part of the Bible, their spiritual guidance should be 
understood. My readers, therefore, may judge whether or not the 
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pmport of the last-mentioned verae is connected with the 8ubie'’t aii*- 
cnssed m examining the first position. I entreat the Editor, however, 
to reflect on the last phrase of the verse in question, i. e. “ always to 
the end of the world,” which, so far from evincing Christ’s eternal 
existence, implies that his influence over his disciples extended only 
to the end of the world, when he shall be himself subject to the 
Father of the universe, 1 Cor. xv. 28. 



CHAPTER VI. 

On the holy Spirit and other subjects. 

I EXi’Kh,'<sL[) my 8ur{)ri-.e, iu my Second Appeal, at the Editor’s 
liaviny “ noticed, in so bliort and abrupt a manner, the question pf the 
per^.()'lfdity and deity of the Holy (dhost, althou^jh the Eitlitor esteems 
the Son and thv Spirit as equally ilistiuct persons of the Godhead.” 
I teel now still moie surprised to observe, that the Editor, iu hia 
present review also has noticed, in the same brief manner, the 
liersonality of the Holy Glust; as, while he fills more than a hundred 
pa;,'es in support of the deity of the second person, he has not allowed 
oven a sin^;le pa^o to the question of the third. He, at the same 
time, overlooks almost all the alignments I have advanceil against lus 
leeble attempt to prove the personality and deity of the Holy Spirit, 
and iu many otluo- places of the Second .Appeal The Editor, how¬ 
ever, first says, that “ If he m whom dwelt all truth, has dcchired him 
(the Holy Ghost, in Matt x.xviii. ID) to be as distinct in person, and 
as worthy of worehip and adoration, as the. Father and himself, no 
further evidence is needed either to his personality or Godliead.” 
Had the Editor thought the (juiitation of a .single verse a sufficient 
excuse for avoiding the discussion of the personality of the Holy 
Ghost, he might have, on the same ground, omitted to discuss the 
subject of the deity of Jesus Christ, by noticing, in like manner, a 
single verse of scripture, which he considered as a proof of the divine 
iiatuie of the Son, and thus saved me the trouble of a long contro¬ 
versy. If the association of names, in a religious rite, were to be 
admitted as a proof of the personality of the Holy Spirit, the power 
of G(m 1, another divine attribute, should be considered God himself, 
it being also mentioned jointly with the Holy Spirit in the rite of 
Unction (Acts i. 38); and Fire also should be supposed to be a 
distinct person of the Godhead, because we find Fire associated with 
the Holy Ghost, in the same rite of baptism, as I before observed 
(Luke iii. 16); but I shall not recur to this subject, having fully 
examined it. 

Notwithstanding my plain declaration, in the Second appeal, that 
“ with respect to the Holy Ghost, I must confess my inability to find 
i tingle pottage in the whole Scriptures, in which the Spirit is 
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ttHdrensod m God, or as a person of God, so as to affonl believers of 
the Trinity an excuse for their profession of the Orsiheaii of the 
lioly Ghost, ” the Kditor thought it advisable not to dwell on the 
sul)ject, and only oirservos, “ Weie it needfui, indeeil, a ricli fulness 
of scripture proof could be udduced respecting the Holy Spirit, as 
well ns the R<»n ; but the selection of a few passages will be quite 
suificient.” These are '>s folh'ws . the first are from the Gospel of 
St dohn, xvi. l.'l, 2(5; xvi 8, 11 ; and the last are from Acts x. 20, 
.ind xii 2 The Editor here overlooks entirely what 1 stated in the 
Sei'ond Ap|)eal, on fhis very point; this is, if from the l•on8ide^ntion 
of sucli expressions as. “ God will send the Holy Spirit," “ The Holy 
Spirit will tench you ’’ The Holy Spirit will reprove the world," “ The 
Holy Siurit will glorify me,” the Spirit be acknowledged a separate 
person of tlie Deitv, wliat would the F.ditoi say of other attributes. 
Such as mercy, wrath, truth, Ac , which are also, in a similar manner, 
pesonilied in various instances''' Psalm Ivii. ■’.."God shall send 
fnrih his mercy and truth ” Ixxxv Pt “Mercy and truth are viet 
together ; righteousness and [leacc liiive Inssed each other. Ixxxix. 
11 ; “ Mercy and truth shall go before thy face. " xciv 18 : “ My foot 
slippoth ; 'I’hy Mercy, 0 Lord, heM me up. ” “ Thy mercy, 0 Ijord, 
is in the heavens. " " For there is wrath gone out from the Lord,” 
^Kumb. xvi. 4(5.) 

In the course of citing the ahove verses of dohn and Acts, the 
Editor quotes Acts v. 3 : " Why liatli Satan filled thine heart to lie 
to the Holy Spirit?” 4. ‘‘ Thou hast not lied unto men but unto God ;” 
whence he concludes, that he that lieth to the Holy vSjiint lieth to 
G(hI, and, consequently, the Spirit is Gfxl On this inference 1 have 
already observed, in my former Appeal, that any sin or blasphemy 
against one of the attributes of God, is, of course, accounted a sin 
or blasphemy against God himseli. But this admission amounts 
neither to a recognition of the self-existence of the attribute, nor of 
its identity %vith God. I then referretl the editor to Matt. x. 40, 
“ He that receivetli me and now I beg his attention to 1 Cor. viii. 
1 ?, “ But when ye sin so against the brethren, and wound their weak 
conscience, ye sin against Christ ” Do these passages identify or 
equalize the apostles of Jesus, with himself ? Nothing but early 
acquired and long established prejudices can prevent any literary 
character from perceiving such a gross error. As to Acts x. 20, if 
the speaker be admitted, according to the Editor, as a separate person. 
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he must then be identified either with the spirit of Cornelius, who 
had actuallf sent the three men mentioned in ver. 19, as is evident 
from ver. 8, or with the angel of Gfod, who ordered Cornelius to send 
them to Peter, (ver. 5,) a conclusion which would not, after all, 
suit tlie purpose of the Editor. I entreat the Editor to take notice, 
at least, of some of my arguments against the pereonality of the 
Holy Spirit, mentioned in Chapter vi. of the Second Appeal or, if 
he declines adventuring on this point of theology, let him candidly 
reduce the supposed persons of the Godhead from a Trinity to 
Duality, and this point being gained, I may then continue my efforts 
Nirith renewed hope of reducing this Duality to the everlasting and 
indivisible Unity. 

The Editor concludes his Essay with saying, (p. 624,) “ The deity 
and the personality of the Son and the Holy Spirit being established, 
the doctrine of the ever-blessed Trinity needs no further confirma¬ 
tion : it follows of course. We shall, therefore, close our testimonies 
form Scripture, by laying before our readers three passages, which 
bring the sacred Three full into view. The first we select from Tsaiah 
xlviii. 13, in which one is introduced who previously declares, ‘ My 
hand also hath laid the foundation of the earth,’ &c., and whom, 
therefore, we are at no loss to recognize. He, however, declares, 
verse 16, ‘and now the Lord God and his Spirit hath sent me.’” 
Now, suppofeing the person who declares himself, in verse 16, to 
have been sent by the Lord God and his Spirit is one of the persons 
of the Godhead, whose hand hath laid the foundation of the earth, 
according to Uie Editor: this admission would be.so far advantageous 
to the cause of the Editor, as respects the plurality of persons in the 
deity; but it would be totally fatal to his grand object, since it would 
substitute Isaiah as a divine person, in the place of Jesus Christ. 
Isaiah the prophet is the grand speaker throughout the whole of his 
book; who declares himself often to have been sent by God as a 
messenger to Israel. He often speakfe abruptly in behalf of God, as if 
God were speaking himself in the course of his own discourse, as I 
noticed previously, aud sometimes again he suddenly introduces his 
own sentiments, while he is announcing the words of Jehovah, without 
making any distinction. I mention here only a few instances. Isaiah 
Iziii. 6: “ I will tread down the people in mine anger, and make 
them drunk in my fury, and I will bring down their strength to 
the earth." (7.) "J will mention tho loving-kindness of the Lord, 
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and the praises of the Lord, according to all that the Lord hath 
bestowed on ua." Does not the Prophet introduce hivudf, in Terse 7, 
most abruptly, while speaking himself in behalf of God, in verse 6; 
Ch. I. 3 : “I clothe the heavens with blackness, and I make sackcloth 
their covering.” (4.) “The Lord God hath given me the tongue of the 
learned, that I should know how to speak a word in season to him 
that is weary,” &c. Here the Prophet introduces himself, in verse 4, 
in the same abrupt manner, without intimation of any change of 
I'erson. 

I now cite the context of the very verse of Isaiah quoted by the 
Lditor, to enable my readers to judge how far “it brings the sacred 
' hrce fully into view.” (14.) “All ye (the inhabitants of Judah) assemble 
3 ourselves, and hear; who among them (Israel) hath declared these 
il)ing.s ? The Lord hath loved him (Cyrus'* of Persia, the conqueror 
>'■ Habylon). He (the Lord) will do his pleasure on Babylon, and his 
u'-ni shall be on the Chaldeans.” (15.) “I, even I, have spoken ; yea, I 
h."\e cdUcd him, (Cyrus,) I have brought him, and he shall make his 
un,\ prosperous.” (Ifi.) “Come ye near unto me, (saym the Prophet,) 
ye this, T have not spoken in secret from the beginning; from the 
h ine that it Avas, there am T . (that is, from the first time of these events:) 

now the T<ord God and his Spirithath sent me.” (17 ) Expressions 
r^imihir to the phrase, “From the time that it was, there am I,” are 
often used by the Prophets. Vide Jer. i. 5; “And before thou earnest 
forth out of the womb, I sanctified thee, and I ordained thee a Prophet 
Ainto tile nations,” And so Isaiah xlix. 1. No one, I presume, that 
ever read, even with common attention, the book of Isaiah, (in which 
speakers are introduced without any distinction, more frequently than 
in the other scriptural books,) would attempt to prove the Trinity.or 
till; Deity of Jesus Christ, from the passage quoted by the Editor, 
unless he is previously biassed by some human creed, and tliereby 
absolutely prevented from comparing impartially one passage with the 
other. 

Tlic Editor perhaps" means the personality and the deity of the 
Holy Spirit by the phrase, “The Lord God and his Spirit hath sent 

• Ihiiiah xliv. 7 : “And who as I, tluJl tall and ahall declare it ?" Ac. (28) "That 
faith of CyniH, He in my ehepherd, and ahall perform all my pleasure.” xlvi. 11: “Calling 
a ravenouH bird from the enat, the man that exectUelh my eountd from a far country : yii. 
I have Mjioken it, 1 will also bring it to paeti; I have purposed it, I will also do it 
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me/t (Terse 16), seemingly representing the Spirit of God ss 8 
co-operator with himself. He might, in that case, on the same 
gronnd, endeavour to establish the personality and the deity oi 
BighteousnuB, another attribute of the Deity, as being represented 
with God ss an agent in Isaiah lix. 16, “ Therefore his arm brought 
salvation unto him, and his Righteousness, it sustained him.” And 
he might also attempt to prove the personality and deity of the 
breath of God, which is, in like manner, represented as a co-operator 
with the Spirit of God. Job xxxiii. 4; “ The Spirit of God hath 
made me, and the breath of him hath given life.” Is this the 
best of the proofs of the Trinity with which the Editor closes 
his testimonies ? If such be his proof, I am at a loss to guess 
what his illustrations will be. The second passage, quoted by the 
Editor, is what I have just examined before. The third is, 2 
Cor. liii. 4, “ The grace of the Lord Jesus Christ, and the love of 
God, and the communion of the Holy Spirit, be with you all. Amen.” 
Here the apostle prays, that the guidance of Jesus Christ, the love of 
God, and the constant operation of the holy influence of God, may be 
with Christians, since without the guidance of Jesus, no one can be 
thoroughly impressed with the love of the Deity under the Christian 
dispensation, nor can that love of God continue to exist unl^ 
preserved by divine influence; a fact which I have demonstrateSd, in 
ft-ryminiu g Matt, xxviii. 19. But what has this passage to do with the 
proof of tile deity of Jesus and the personality of the Holy Spirit ? 
Does not Paul caU the Philippians partakers of Mb own grace ? Phil, 
i. 17. Is not every man pure in heart declared to be possessed of the 
grace of his lips; that is, verbal instructions ? Prov. xxii. 11. Is not, 
in Psalm xxiii. 6, the communion of goodness and mercy desired for 
all the days of life ? Can such expressions be also considered as proofa 
of the deity of Paul, or of the personality of these attributes ? I hope 
and pray, the Editor may take all those circumstances into his serious 

consideration. 

I now examine the remaining few of those passages which I in¬ 
tended to notice in a subsequent chapter of this Essay. The nrst 
is, Zech. xii. 10, “In that day they shall look upon me wnom they 
have pierce d,” compared with John xix. 37, “They shall look on him 

f In ibe oripnal Hebrew, the last phrase stands thus; “The Lord Jehovah hath sent 
nie and his Spirit," which bear two constructions; first, “The Lord Jehovah hath sent me, 
and hath sent his Spirit." The second is "The Lord Jehovah and his S^t hatii sot me." 
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whom they pierced." To shew the error in the translation of the verse 
in the English version, I quoted in my Second Appeal, the vorwe tu the 
original Hebrew, and a translation thereof from the Arabic Bible and 
another from the Septuagint, with a literal English translation, which 

1 repeat: “And they shaU look toward me on account of him whom 
they have pierced.” But in order to destroy the validity of the Arabic 
Bible and that of the Septuagint, the Editor says, that “the Greek and 
Arabic versions are nothing to the original text itself.” I perfectly 
agree with him,in this assertion, but I am convinced, that the Editor 
must be better acquainted than myself with the prevailing and 
continued practice among Christian theologians, to have recourse to 
the versions, especially to the Septuagint, when a dispute arises in the 
interpretation of any text of the Old Testament, and to give preference 
to the authority of the Septuagint, even over that of Jerome’s, 
which the Editor quotes in opposition to the Arabic and Greek 
versions. 

As to the original text, the Editor first observes, that “ as to the 
particle PH eth, which the best Hebrew grammars define a particle 
marking the accusative case governed by active verbs, or an emphatic 
particle denoting the very thing iteelf.” I therefore think it proper 
to quote Parkhurst’s opinion on the particle JHH ^th, from his Hebrew 
Lexicon, that my readers may judge whether or not the above role, 
laid down by the Editor, is founded upon good authority. Parkhurst 
(p. 48): “ The Lexicons say, that when joined with a verb, it {eth) de¬ 
notes the accue(Uive case, if the verb be active ; see Gen. i. 1 and al. 
freq., but the nominative, if the verb be patsive or neuter, Gen. xxvii. 
45; Deut. xx. 8: Josh. vii. 15, &c., al. freq. But, in truth, it is the 
sign of no particular case, that distinction being unknown in Hehnw. 
See Jo^. xxii. 17 ; Ezek. xxxv. 10; Numb. x. 2; 1 Sam. xvii. 34 ; 

2 Sam. XV. 23; Neb. ix. 19, 34; 2 Kings vi. 5." Parkhurst 
gives also the second meaning of this particle—“ 2, toith, to, 
towards, Exod. i, 1. Deut. vii. 8." which the Editor also partially 
admits. 

The fact is, this particle denotes an accusative case as well as other 
cases, and also stands for the English prepositions, “ with," “ for," 
“ towards," &c., and therefore, the verse in question, as it is found 
in our Hebrew copies of the Old Testament should indisputably be 
thus read, in consistence with its context, 31; “ And they shall 
look towards me, for (or on account of) him whom they have 
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pierced,” or “ They shall look upon me with him whom they have 
pierced.*” 

The Editor quotes, to my great surprise, (in page 546,) some verses 
in which the particle HW requires an accusative case, and conse¬ 
quently, no preposition “ for,” “ to,” or “ with,” can be properly 
placed. But I beg to ask the Editor, how he can turn the following 
verses to his purpose, wherein no accusative case after the particle riM 
can be at all admitted ? Exodus i. 1; “ Now these are the names of 
the childron of Israel, which came into Egypt; every man ?ind his 
household came with Jacob” Would the Editor thus render the 
particle here requiring an accusative case,—“ every man and his 
household came Jacob”? Would the verse in this case bear any 
sense? Gen. xliv. 4; lijin FlW DH “They were gone out 

of the city.” There the partich^ stands for “ out of,” or “ from," iv. 

1; “ I have gotten a man p'om the Lord.” Here the preposition 
“ from ” is substituted for this very Hebrew particle. In Deut. vii, 8, 
we have dinW HtTV ninWD O literally, “on account of the 
love of God for you,” though thus rendered in the English version, 
“ Because the Loid loved you.”t 

In the course of examining this subject, the Editor quotes, “ Thy 
throne, 0 Jehovah, is for ever and ever.” I shall feel obliged, if he 
will kindly let me know from what book of the Old or New Testament 
he has selected this verse, containing the term “Jehovah,” in the first 
part of the text. 

As to my remarks on Zech. xiii. 7, “ Awake, 0 sword, against my 
ahephei-d, and against the man that is my fellow, salth Jehovah of 
hosts; smite the sheplierd, and the sheep shall be scattered,” the 
Editor agrees partly with me; saying, “No one doubts that^^e 

• NewcomTreadB, “ And they look on him whom they pierced.” Hie not* on 
this txanelationis as follows: “On him] Thirty-six MSS. and two ed. readppjij ; 
three other MSS. read so originally; six perhaps read so; six read so yow; and eleven 
1“^® margin, as Keri And yet on me, may lie traced in the ancient 

versions and Chald was also noted as a various lection hy S. Saadias, who lived 

shout the year 900 See Kenn. dies. gen. § 43. ‘ Citant pbw Talmud et II Saadias 
Haggaioi). Poc. Append, in Mai’ Seeker. Dr. Owe# shews that Ignatius, .Tustln Martyr, 
Ireneus, Xertplh’an, and Barnabas favour the reading of Inquiry—Sept. Version, 

Sect IV.” 

t Archbishop Seeker, in Newcotne, has the following remark: “ Potest 
notare eo quod, utvertunt 6 ch. vd quern. Vide Nold. Et sic post Dativum adhibetup 
Jwr. xxxviii. 9.” 
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Saviour placfid himself in subjection to the Father, when he condes- 
coaded to become subject to death.” He, however, wishes to prove the 
deity of Jesus Christ by the application of the word ftiUmr fP.'Di') to 
him. He here quotes Micah v. 2, “ Whose goings forth were from 
everlasting ; ” and John i. 1, " And the word was with God,” which have 
no relation to the term or fellow found in the verse in question ; 

and as these quotations of the Editor have been examined in pp. 433, 
44fl, I shall not recur to them in this place. He lastly quotes Park- 
hurst, to shew that “ implies a neighbour, a member of the 

same society.” Is not this quotation, defining the Hebrew word 
rw3> as “ a neighbour.” directly against the object of the Editor? 
If Christ is represented, either in a real or figurative sense, as stand¬ 
ing on the right hawl of the Deity, taking precedence of all those that 
believe in him as tlie promised Messiali sent from God, would it be 
inconsistent in itself, or an acknowledgment of his deity, to use the 
word P'Oy or neighbour, for Christ ? My readers will observe, from 
the following quotations, that this very term which is rendered 

fdlow in tlie verse in question, is translated “ neighbour ” by the very 
authors of the English version, in many other instances. Ijevit. vi. 2, 
“ or hath deceived his iieighhour.” The last word is a translation of 
the term lix. 17, “ Thou shalt in any wise rebuke thy ‘ rwighr 

hour,' ” or immeetk : ch. xxv. 14, 15. 

The Editor, in speaking of Christ, repeats, now and then, the 
phrase, " Goil blessed for ever,” perhaps alluding to Romans ix. 5 
Among all the interpretations given to this text, for or against the 
Trinity, there is the Paraphrase of Locke, of whose name the literary 
world is so justly prou'^ which I here first quote:—“Had the patri¬ 
archs, to whom the promises were made, for their (the Israelites) fore¬ 
fathers ; and of them, as to his fleshly' extraction, Christ is come, 
be who is over all, God be blessed for ever. Amen,” Secondly, I 
shall cite here some scriptural passages to shew that it was customary 
with Jewish writers to address abrupt exclamations to God while 
treating of some other subjects, that my readers may be convinced 
that the sudden introduction of the phrase, “ God be blessed for ever, 
in ver. 5, by St. Paul, was perfectly consistent with the style of the 
sacred writings. Psalm Ixxxix. 51, 52. “ Wherewith thine enemies 
have reproached, 0 Lord; wherewith they have reproached the 

* V;Je V4>r tliF M «f the Mma (^pter, m which Paul epeolu of Lia “ kioaiiieu 
Acv-onlmg to the Besh." 
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footsteps of thine anointed. Ble$$ed ht the Lord for evermore. Amen 
and Amen.” Psalmciy. 35: “Let the sinners be consumed out of 
the earth, and let the wicked be no more. Bleee thou the Lord, 0 my 
eotd. Praiie ye the Lord.” 

If St. Paul, in his First Epistle to the Corinthians, and in that 
to the Ephesians, declares positively that the Father is the only 
being who has the right to the epi&et “ God,” under the Christian 
dispensation, be could not, as an inspired writer, be guilty ol so 
palpable a contradiction as to apply this very epithet to the Christ 
of Gkxl, on another occasion. 1 Cor. viii. 6 : “ But to us (Christians) 
there is but one God the Father.' Eph. i, 17: “ That tlie God of out 
Lord Jetua Christ, the Father of glory,” &c. iv. 5, 6 : “ One Lord, 
one faith, one baptism: One God and Father of all, who is above all, 
through aU, and in us all.” 

Respecting 1 John v. 20, I beg to refer to the rule laid down by 
Bishop Middleton, (of whom the Editor speaks highly and justly, in 
p. 535,) in his work on the Greek Article, p. 79 : “ When two or more 
attributes joined by a copulative or copulatives, are assumed of the 
same person or thing, before the first attribute the article is inserted ; 
before the remaining ones it is omitted.” In the passage under 
consideration there are two attributes joined by a copulative, 
and in order to ascertain whether they are assumed of the same 
person, or of different persons, it is only necessary to observe, that 
the article is inserted not only before the first attribute, but also 
before the second, and that, coMequently, “ the true God ” is one 
person, and “ the eternal life ” is another. This perfectly corres¬ 
ponds with the preceding part of the verse, in which “ he that is 
true, and “ hie son Jesus Chnst,” are separately mentioned. 

Finding the practice of the primitive Christians, during the first 
three centuries, unfavourable to his sentiments, the Editor prudently 
keeps it out of view altogether, merely observing, (p. 625.) into that 
“ we do not even inquire Paul telle us, that, even in his time, ‘ the 
mystery of iniquity ’ had already begun to work; and John adds, that 
‘ many antichrists ’ had already gone out into the word.” The Editor 
must be well aware that those in whom the mystery of iniquity was 
foimd, and who were detected as Antichrists, were not in the fellow¬ 
ship of true Christians, and consequently church histories treat of the 
practice of the latter entirely distinct from that of the former; and 
it is therefore evident, that practice and professions of primitive 
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Christians, who were, generally, the contemporaries of the apostles 
or their disciples, are worthy of inquiry for the regulation of the 
conduct of the Christians of ^eae days. 

As to Mosheim, the Editor Ba 3 rB, " even Mosheim, suspected as he 
is of being uirfavourable to the truth, establishes their faith in Christ’s 
deity in the -rery passage quoted, p. 187, by our author agaiiut this 
doctrine.” It appears from this question, that they, when baptized, 
" made solemn profession of their confidence in Christ.” The Jews, 
as well as almost all the Qentiles, professed their belief in Ood; but 
the thing which was required of them by the apostles was, they should 
make profession of confidence in Jesus as the Chr ist of God, in the 
rite of baptism. If such a profession of confidence in Christ is ad¬ 
mitted by the Editor as a sufficient acknowledgment of his deity, 
why should he be so hostile to tiiose (whom he styles Unitarians) 
who are baptized in the name of Jesus, and also prof eta their solemn 
confidence in him'^ Still further am I surprised that, when the 
apostle John expressly wrote his Gospel to prove “ that Jesus is the 
Christ, the Sou of God,” (ch. zx. 31,) the Editor, so far from being 
satisfied with those who receive Jesus in the cliaracter expressed 
by these terms, (“ the Christ, the Son of God,) ” in the sense which 
they uniformly bear in the Scriptures, requires them, moreover, 
to believe that Jesus Christ is the very and eternal God, and thus 
not only defeats the object of the apostle, but even contradicts him in 
express language. 

The Editor then proceeds to say, “ Respecting Locke and Newton, 
our reply is precisely the same; their opinions in divinity are nothing 
to ns.” The Editor, elated by the general prevalence of the orthodox 
system, effected only by perversions of the sense of the divine writings, 
attempts to turn the authorities of these great men also to hi§ own 
purpose. ” If" (says he) “ Locke, as our author affirms, (p. 264) 
really thought that the faith which makes men Christians includes 
their receiving Jesus Christ for their Lord and King, Locke knew that 
this included the belief of his omniscience and omnipresence, as, without 
his being their King was only a solemn mockery.” The Editor 
prudently quotes here only a part of the sentence of Locke quoted by 
me, which he thought mi(^t give him an opportunity of making com¬ 
ments favourable to bis creed; but it is fortunate for us that his 
works, being written and printed in English, are not liable to much 
critical perversion. Locke says, “ that the believing Jesus to be the 
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Messiah incladM in it a leceiTing him for our Lord and King, PRO¬ 
MISED AND SENT FROM GOD.” The plirase chosen by that 
celebrated author, “ $ent from God,” denies the deity of Christ beyond 
doubt, since one sent by another is of course different from him who 
sends him. To avoid every misconstruction being thrown upon hia 
definition, Locke chose the term* * God,” instead of any other term*in the 
above phrase, that Jesus might be understood separately from God, with¬ 
out the least room for the sophistry that might represent him as God -the 
Son, sent from God the Father. We, however, are not at a loss to dis- 
dbver what Locke meant by the terms '* Lord and King,” when referred 
to Jesus, as he fully explained them in his Paraphrase on the Epistles 
to the Corinthians. As to the term “ Lord," 1 refer to the note on 1 Cor. 
i. 2; " What the apostle means by “ Lord, when he attributes it to 
Christ, vide viii. 6.” Paraphrase on viii. 6 : ** Yet to us Christians 
there is but one Gad, the Father and Author of all thinge, to whom 
alone we address all our worship and service ; and one Lord, viz. 
Jesus Christ by whom all things come from God to u$, and by whom 
we have access to the Father.” As to the term “ King,” I quote his 
paraphrase on ch. rv, 24, which clearly represents his sovereignty as 
finite : “ After that shall be the day of judgment, which shall bring to 
A conclusion and finish the whole dispensation to the race and poste¬ 
rity of Adam, in this world: when Christ shall have delivered up th^ 
"kingdom to God the Father, which he shall not do till he hath destroy¬ 
ed all empire, power, and authority, that shall be in the world besides.” 

The Editor says of Sir Isaac Newton, ” His belief of Christ’s deity 
appears as clear as the light, from our aqthor’s own quotation, when 
he aaid that Christians of all ages are represented as worshipping God 
and the Lamb.” Newton was too circumspect to leave his word liable 
to perversion by the popular opinion. He explains the sense in which 
Christians worship God, and also the sense in which they worship 
Jesus—the one.as directly opposed to the other as the West to the 
East. Newton says, “ God for his benefaction in creating all (hinge, 
and the Lamb for his benefaction in redeeming with his blood: God 
as ail tng upon the throne and living for ever, and the Lamb exalted 
above all by the merits of his death.” The worship offered to the 
latter is therefore merely a manifestation of reverence^ as I pointed 
out in p. 481. 

To equalize a being exalted and worshipped for his meritorious 
death, with the eternal Supreme Sovereign of the universe, is only 
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an attempt to b^tng the nature of the Deity on a level with a mortal 
creature, and by no means serres to elevate that creature to the rank 
of the Deity. If the Editor consider these quotatioiiH fr< -.n Locke 
and Newton really orthodox, how inconsistent he must be in con* 
demning those whose sentiments as to the person of Jesus Christ are 
precisely the same , to wit, that he is the anointed Lord and King 
promised and sent from God, is worthy of worship for his mediation 
and meritorious death, but by no means as a being possessed of a 
two>fold nature, divine and human, perfect GckI and perfect Man. 

As to my remarks on certain abstruse reasonings resorted to 
by the orthodox, the Editor further says, that he needs them not, 
thereby avowedly relinquishing reason in supjinrt of the Trinity; 
but, happily, he asserts at the same time, that “to us the Scriptures 
are sufficient “ I therefore entreat him to point out a single scrip¬ 
tural authority, treating of a compound God of three person^ and of a 
compound Messiah, one of these three persons, constituted of a two¬ 
fold nature, divine and human. 

The Eiritor alludes to the term “antichrists,” found in the Epistle 
of John ; b U I am glad that we most fortunately are funiished with 
the definition of this terra by thst inspired writer which decides at 
once the quection who are the real subjects of its application. 1 
JoLn iv. 3 ■ “Every spirit that confesseth not th&t Jesus Christ 
is come in the flesh, is not of God ; and this is that sj'irit of anti¬ 
christ." We accordingly rejoice to confess that Jesus Christ, who 
came in the flesh, is OF GOD, and tliat not only he, but his apostle* 
also were of Goil (1 John iv. 6, v. It)) But we feel sincerely for 
those who violate this standard, either by falling short of or going 
beyond it by denying that Jesus Christ is OF GOD, or by affirming 
that Jesus Christ is God himself, since both these assertions, to wit, 
“Jesus Christ is not of God,” and “Jesus Chnst is God,” are equally 
incompatible with John’s proposition, that “ Jesus Christ is OF GOD." 
For example : The prime minister, by the law of the land, is appomtr 
ed by the king, and consequently isacknoi' ledged to be of the kino ; 
to Bay, therefore, that he is not of the king would be to detract from 
the minister’s dignity; but to say that the prime minister is the king, 
is not only inconsistent with the assertion that the prime minii^tcr is 
of the king, but would be pronounced high treason ; in like manner 
as deifying the Christ of God is both an affront to God and an 
anticnriatian doenne 
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Lastly, I tender my humble thanks for the Editor's kind suggestion 
in inviting me to adopt the doctrine of the Holy Trinity; but I am 
sorry to find that I am unable to benefit by this advice. After 
I have long relinquished every idea of a plurality of Gods, or 
of the persons of the Godhead, taught under different systems of 
modem Mindooism, I cannot conscientiously and consistently embrace 
one of a similar nature, though greatly refined by the religious refor¬ 
mations of modem times; since whatever arguments can be adauced 
against a plurality of persona of the Godhead; and, on the otlier hand, 
whatever excuse may be pleaded in favour of a ])lurality of persons 
of the Deity, can be offered with equal propriety in defence of Poly¬ 
theism. 

I now conclude my Essay by offering up thanks to the Supreme 
Disposer of the events of this universe, for having unexpectedly 
delivered this country from the long-continued tyranny of its former 
Rulers, and placed it under the government of tlie English,—a nation 
who not only are blessed with the enjoyment of civil and political 
liberty, but also interest themselves in promoting liberty and social 
happini -'8, as well as free inquiry into literary and rcliginus subjects, 
among those nations to which tlieir inlluence extends. 





T««l> of Ra|o Rammohofl Roy In tkt Cemcttry of Arno’s Vole, 
■oar Bristol. 



A LETTER® 

ON THE 

PROSPECTS OF CHRISTIANITY 

AND THE MEANS OF TBOMOTINU ITS BECEPTION IN INDIA. 

Sir, 

With no ordinary feelings of satisfaction I have the honour to 
acknowledge the receipt of your letter of April last, which together 
with the queries it enclosed, I had the pleasure of receiving by the 
hands of my friend Captain Heard. I now beg to be allowed, in the 
first place, to express my gratitude for your kind notice of a stranger 
like myself, residing in a remote country: and, secondly, to return 
my sincere thanks for the most acceptable present of books with 
which you have favoured me. 

I should have answered your letter by the ship Bengal ; but I 
regret to say, that my time and attention had been so much engrowed 
by constant controversies with polytheists both of the West and 
East, that I had only leisure to answer by that opportunity a short 
letter which I had the pleasure of receiving from J£r. Reed of Boston, 
and was obliged to defer a reply to your queries until the present 
occasion. For this apparent neglect I have to request your pardon. 

I have now prepared such replies to those questions as my know¬ 
ledge authorizes and my conscience permits; and now submit them 
to your judgment. There is one question at the concluding part of 
your letter, (to wit, “W^hether it be desirable that the inhabitants of 
India should be converted to Christianity, in what degree desirable, 
and for what reasons ? ’’) which I pause to answer, as I am led to 
believe, from reason, what is set forth m scripture, that “ in every 
nation he that fearetii God and worketh righieoumeee is accepted 
with him," in wl^tever form of worship he may have been taught 
to glorify God. Nevertheless, I presume to think, that Christianity, 
if properly inculcated, has a greater fendency to improve the moral, 
and political state of mankind, than any other known religious system. 

It is impossible for me to describe the happiness I feel at the 
idea that so great a body of a free, enlightened, and powerful people, 
like your countrymen, have en gag ed in purif yi ng the religion of 

* Addrensed to (h« Rev. Henry Ware, of Cambridge (U. S- V.) in reply to a letter 
of hia.—Ed. 
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Christ from those absurd, idolatrous doctrines and practices, with 
which the Greek, Roman, and Barbarian converts to Christianity 
have mingled it from time to time. Nothing can be a more accept* 
able homage to the Divine Majesty, or a better tribute to reason, than 
an attempt to root out the idea that the omnipresent Deity should 
be generated in the womb of a female, and live in a state of subjuga¬ 
tion for several years, and lastly offer his blood to another person 
of (he Oodhead, whose anger could not be appeased except by the 
sacrifice of a portion of himself in a human form ; sO no service 
can be more advantageous to mankind than an endeavour to with¬ 
draw them from the belief than an imaginary faith, ritual obser¬ 
vances, or outward marks, independently of good works, can cleanse 
men from the stain of past sins, and secure titeir eternal salvation. 

Several kble friends of truth in England have, in like manner, 
suacessfully engaged themselves in this most laudable undertaking. 
From the nature of her constitution, however, these worthy men have 
not only to contend with the religious prejudices of education in the 
popular corruptions of Christianity; but are also opposed by all the 
force which the Established Church derives from the abTindant 
revenues appropriated to the sustainers of her dogmas. Happily 
for you, it is only prejudice, unarmed with wealth and power, that 
yon have to straggle with, which, of itself, is, I must confess, a 
euftciently formidable opponent. 

Your country, however, in free inquiry into religious truth, excels 
even England, and I have therefore every reason to hope, that the- 
truths of Christianity will soon, throughout the United States, triumph 
over the present prevailing corruptions. I presume to say, that no 
native of those States can be more fervent than myself in praying 
for the uninterrupted happiness of your country, and for what I can¬ 
not but deem essential to its prosperity—the perpetual union of all 
Uie States under one general government. Would not the glory of 
England soon be dimmed, were Scotland and Ireland separated 
from her? This and many other illustrations cannot have escaped 
your attention. I think no true and prudent friend of yourf country 
oonld wish to see the power and independence at bi^sent secured to 
all by a general government, exposed to the riek that would follow, 
were a dissolution to take place, and each state left to pursue its own 
xasouroec. As Osptain Endicott has been kind enough to offer to 
take diai^e of any parcel that I might wish to send you, I have the 
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pleasure of sending the accompanying publications, of which I beg 
your acceptance. I now conclude my letter with sincere wishes 
for your health and success, and remain, with the greatest regard. 

Tours most obediently, 

RAMMOrnTNUOY. 

CaJrutta, Fehnuiry 2, 1824. 

“ I. What i$ the real sueeess of the great cxerfion.'? which are 
making for the conversion of the natives of India to Christianity ?’* 

“ n. What is the number and character of converts ?” 

To reply to each of these questions is indeed to enter on a very 
•delicate subject, as the Baptist Missionaries of Serampore detennined* 
ly contradict any one that may express a doubt as to the success of 
their labours ; and they have repeatedly given the piddic to under¬ 
stand, that their converts were not, only numerous but also respect¬ 
able in their conduct; while the young Baptist Missionaries in 
Calcutta, though not inferior to any Missionaries in India in abilities 
and acquirements, both European and Asiatic, nor in Christian zeal 
and exertions, are sincere enough to confess openly, that the number 
of their converts, after the hard labour of six years, does not exceed, 
four ; and in like manner the Independent Missiom.ries of this 
city, whose resources are much greater than those of Baptists, candidly 
acknowledge, that tlieir Missionary exertions for seven years have been 
productive only of one convert. 

To avoid, however, the occasion of a further dispute on this point 
with the Serampore Missionaries I beg to substitute for my answer to 
the above queries, the language of the Rev. Abb6 Dubois, who, after 
a mission of thirty years in India, is better qualified than I am, to give 
a decided opinion upon these subjects, and whose opinions deserve 
more reliance than those of a private individual who has never engaged 
in Missionary duties. The quotation above alluded to is as follows;— 

“ Question of conversion,—The question to be considered may Vie 
reduced to these two points: First, is there a possibility of making 
real converts to Christianity among the natives in India ? Secondly, 
Are the means employed for that purpose, and above all, the transla¬ 
tion of the Holy Scriptures into the idioms of the country, likely to 
conduce to this desirable object? 

" To both interrogatories I will answer in the negative: it is my 
decided opinion, first that under existing circumstances there is no 
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hoiuan possibility of converting the Hindoos to any sect of ChriatiaBi* 
ity; and, secon^y, that the translation of the Holy Scriptorea circu* 
lated among them, so far from condncing to this end, will, on the 
contrary, increase the prejudices of the natives against the Christian 
religion, and prove, in many respects, detrimental to it. These asaer* 
tions, coming from a person of my profession, may to mariy appear 
bold and extraordinary: I will therefore support them by such 
arguments and proofs, as a long experience and practice in the career 
of proselytism have enabled me to adduce. 

“ When 1 was at Vellore, four years ago, in attendance on a numer¬ 
ous congregation living in that place, having been informed that the 
Lutheran Missionaries kept a Catechist or native religious teacher at 
that station on a salary of five pagodas a month, I was led to suppose 
that they had a numerous flock there; but I was not a little surprised, 
when on inquiry I found that the whole congregation consisted of 
only three individuals, namely a drummer, a eook, and a horsey- 
keeper. 

“ In the meantime, do not suppose, that th(»e thin congregations 
are wholly composed of converted pagans ; at least half consists of 
Catholic apostates, who went over to the Lutheran sect in times of 
famine, or from other interested motives. 

It is not uncommon on the coast to see natives who successively 
pass from one religion to another, according to their actual interest. In 
my last journey to Madras, I became acquainted with native converts, 
who regularly changed their religion twice a year, and who, for a 
long while, were in the habit of being six months Catholic and six 
months Protestant. 

“ Behold the Lutheran Mission, established in India more than a 
century ago; interrogate its Missionaries; ask them what were their 
successes during so long a period, and through what means were 
gained over the few proselytes they made. Ask them whether the 
interests of their sect are improving, or whether they are gaining 
ground, or whether their small numbers are not rather dwindling 
away? 

“ Behold the truly industrious, the nnafiected and u na s su m ing 
Moravian brethren: ask them how many convarta they have made in 
India, dming a stay of about seventy years, by preaching the Gospel 
in all its naked simplicity: they candidly answer. Not cos, not a 
■ingle man. 
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“Behold the Nestorians in Travancore; interrogate them; ask 
them for an account of their success in the work of proBel 3 rti 8 m in 
these modem times; ask them whether they are gaining ground, and 
whether the interests of their ancient mode of worship is improving: 
they will reply, that so far from this being the case, their congregations, 
once so flourishing, amounting (according to Gibbon’s accoimt) to 
200,000 souls, are now reduced to less than an eighth of this number, 
and are daily diminishing. 

“Behold the Baptist Missionaries at Serampore: inquire what are 
tlieir scriptural successes on the shores of the Ganges; ask them 
whether those extremely incorrect versions, already obtained at an 
immense expense, have produced the sincere conversion of a single 
pagan ; and I am persuaded, that, if they are asked an answer upon 
their honour and conscience, they wiU all reply in the negative.” 

“ ni. Are those Hindoos who profess Christianity respectable for 
their ttnderstanding, their morals, and their condition in life ?” 

In answer to this query I must again beg to refer you to the above 
quotations from the Abbe Dubois. For my own part, I have no- 
personal knowledge of any native converts respectable for their un¬ 
derstanding, morals, and condition in life. 

“IV Of what caste are they generally, and what effe(A has their 
profession of Christianity vpon their standing ?” 

It is reported, and universally bebeved by the native inhabitants, 
that the generality, if not all of them, are of low caste, and my 
acquaintance with the few of them I have met with has in a great 
degree confirmed mo in this belief. 

“V. Are they Christians from inquiry and conviction, or from 
other motives?” 

The real motives of onr actions are very difficult to be discovered. 
All that I can say on this subject is, that several years ago there was 
a pretty prevalent report in this part of India, that a native embracing 
Christianity should be remunerated for his loss of caste by the gift of 
five hundred rupees, with a country-bom Christian woman as his wife; 
and while this report had any pretension to credit, several natives 
offered from time to time to become Christians. The hope of any such 
recompense being taken away, the old converts find now very few 
natives inclined to follow their example. This disappointment not 
only discourages further conversion, but has also induced several 
Moosulman converts to return to their former faith ; and had Hindoos 
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•with equal facility admitted the return of outcasts to their society, a 
great number of them also ■would, I suspect, have imitated the conduct 
of their brother Moosulman converts. In a populous country like 
Hindoostan, there are thousands of distressed outcasts wandering 
about, in wtiorn the smallest hope of worldly gain can produce an 
immediate change oi religious profession, and their conversion to 
•Christianity is a matter of indifference to the community at large. 
Alxmt two years ago 1 stated this circumstance to a Church Missionary 
who lives iit iny neighbourhood, and whom I respect for his liberal 
■conduct; ami I even offeted to send to that gentleman as many natives 
■as he might wish to convei t oil condition that he should maintain 
them at a fixed salary not exceeding eight rupees per month. 

“ VI. Of what denomination of Christianu have the Missionaries 
been most successful ; Catholic, Proteslanl, KpiscopaLian, Baptist, 
2'rinitarian Unitarian ?" 

To the best of my belief no denomination of Ghiistians has had 
any real success in bringing natives of imlia over to the Christian 
faith. 

“VII. What is the nuniber of Unitarian Christians, and are theif 
chiefly mdives or I'juro[ieans ?” 

The Rev. Mr. Adam is the only Cuitarian Missionary in Bengal, 
and he publicly avowed Unitarianism so late as the latter end of 
1821. Notwithstanding the many disadvantages under which he has 
been labouring, he has brought this system of Christianity into notice, 
in this part of the globe ; as previous to that period many did not 
knoiv tliul tliere ■was such a thing as Unitarianism, and othcis tried 
to stigmatize it, in proportion as their prejudices for the corrup¬ 
tions of Christianity ])roinpted them to abuse reason and common 
sense, ■without fear of contradiction. Mr. Adam, altbougb be has 
made no avowed native convert, has already received every counte¬ 
nance from several respectable European gentlemen, and from a great 
number of the reading part of the native community in Calcutta. 

“ VIII. How are they regarded and treated hy other Christians ? 
Is it with any peevliar hostility ?” 

The manner in which the rest of the Missionaries have treated 
Mr. Adam, since his avowal of Unitarianism, is indeed opposed to the 
whole spirit of Christianity. But towards other Unitarians, their 
conduct in general is similar to that of Roman Catliolics towards 
Protestants. 
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• IX. What are the chief causes that have prevented, and that 
eoiUinue to prevent, the reception of Christianity hy the Natives of 
India? May much of the want of success be reasonably attributed to 
the form in whiih the religion is presented to them 

The chief causes which prereut the natives of India from changing 
their religion are the same as are found in the numerous class of 
Christians who are unable to give an answer to any man that asketh 
the reason of the Hope they profess, viz., their reliance on the sanctity 
of the books revealed among them as received authorities, and the 
variety of prejudices planted in their minds in the early part of life. 
These are strongly supported by the dread of the loss of caste, the 
consequence of apostacy, which separates a husband from his wife, 
a father from his son, and a motlier from her daughter. Besides, 
tlie doctrines which the Missionaries maintain and preach are less 
conformable with reason than those professed by Moosulmans, and 
in several points are equally absunl with the popular Hindoo creed. 
Hence there is no rational inducement for either of these tribes to 
lay aside their respective doctrines, aixl adopt those held up by the 
generality of Christians. 

“X. Are any of the causes of failure of suck a nature, that it 
may be in the power of Unitarian Christians to remove them?” 

UniUrian Christianity is not exposed to the last mentioned 
objections ; for even those who are inimical to every religion admit, 
that the Unitarian system is more conformable to the human 
understanding than any other known creed. But the other obstar 
cles above-mentioned must rcmin unshaken, until tlie natives are 
enabled by the diffusion of knowledge to estimate, by conipar- 
in" one religion with another, their respective merits and advant¬ 
ages, and to relinquish their divisions, as destructive of national union 
as of social enjoyment. 

“ XI. Arc there any reasons for believing that Christianity, as it 
is held by Unitarians, would be more readily received by inulligent 
Hindoos, than as it is held h;/ Trinitarians ?” 

In reply to this (piestion, I repeat what I stated in answer to a 
question of a similar nature, put to me by Mr. Reed, a gentleman of 
Boston, viz., “ The natives of Hindoostan, in common with those of 
other countries, are divided into classes, tlie i^orant and the enligh¬ 
tened. The number of the latter is, I am sorry to say, comparatively 
very few here : and to these men the idea of a triime-God, a man-God, 

56 
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and also the idea of the appearance of God in the bodily shape of a 
dove, or that of the blood of God shed for the payment of a debt, 
seem entirely Heathenish and absurd, and consequently their sinoere 
conversion to [Tnnitarian] Christianity must be morally impossible. 
But they would not scruple to embrace, or at least to encourage, the 
Unitarian sjrstein ot Christianity, were it inculcated on them in an 
intelligible manner The former class, I mean the ignorant, most be 
enemies to both systems of Christianity, Trinitarianism and Unitarian^ 
ism. As they feel great reluctance in forsaking the deities worshipped 
by their lathers for foreign Gods, in subsituting the blood of God for 
the water of the Ganges as a purifying sutetance, so the idea 
of an invisible Being as the sole object of worship, maintained by 
Unitarians, is foreign to their understanding. Under these circum¬ 
stances it would be advisable, in my humble opinion, that one or two, 
if not more gentlemen, well qualihed to teach English literature and 
science, and noted for their moral conduct, should be employed to 
cultivate the uuderotandings of the present ignorant generation, and 
thereby improve their hearts, that the cause of truth may thomphovec 
falup religion, and the desired comfort and happiness may be enjoyed 
by men of all classes ” 

“ XII Can any aid be given by Unitanans to the cause of Chris¬ 
tianity in India, with a reasonable prospect oj success ? If any can 
be given, of what kind, in what way, by what means ?’’ 

In answer, I beg to reter you to ray repiy to the preceding question, 
and only add here, that every one who interests himself in behalf of 
his fellow-creatures, would confidently anticipate the approaching 
triumph of true religion, should philanthropy induce you and your 
friends to send to Bengal as many serious and able teachers of 
European learning and science and Christian morality, unmingled 
with religious doctrines, as your circumstances nuy admit, to spread 
knowledge gratuitously among the native community, in connexion 
with the Rev. Mr. Adam whose thorough acquiantance with the langu¬ 
age, manners, and prejudices of the natives, renders him well qualified 
to co-operate with them with every prospect of success. 

“ lUQ. Would it be of any use to send Unitarian Missionaries 
with a view to their preaching Christianity for the purpose of convert 
ing adidt natives ?" 

Much good cannot be expected from public preachings at present, 
on account of the obstacles above-mentioned. It is, however, hoped. 
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that some of the teachers ihat may oe sent out may nreach with 
gradual success in the public places of worship 

“XIV. Would it be lueful to eetahlith Unitarian Miteionary 
Sehools for the instruction of the children of natives in the rudiments 
of a European cilucation, in the English language, in Christian 
.morality, mingling ivith it very little instruction relative to the doctrines 
• of Christianity, leaving them chiefly or wholly out of view, to be leaimed 
aftencards from our books and our examine ?” 

This would be certainly of great use, and this is the only way of 
improving their understandiugs, and ultimately meliorating their 
hearts 

“ XV. Are there many intelligetU natives who arc willing to Icam 
the languages of Euroi>e, to cidtivate its literature, and to make them¬ 
selves iic'iuaiided inth our religion as it is found in our books, and 
to exaiiiiiui theevuit'iuuis of its truth aiul divine origin'l" 

There are numeromi intelligent natives, who thrist after Euroiieau 
knowledge ami literature, but not many who wish to be made ac¬ 
quainted witli the Cliristian religion and to examine its truth, being 
chieHy deterred by the dilhculty (if not utter impossibility) attached 
to the acquirement of a correct notion of the tremendous mystical 
doctrines wliich the Missionaries ascribe to tlieir religion. 

•‘XVI .Ire there many resiwctable natives who are willing to 
have their ehiidrcn CAlucaUd in the English language and in English 
learning and arts 

The desire of educating cluldxeu in tlic English language and in 
English arts is found even iii the lowest classes of the community, 
«nd I may be fully justified in saying that tw^o-thirds of the native 
population of Bengal woulil be exceedingly glad to see their children 
educated in English learning. 

“ XVlI What benefits have arisen, or are likely to arise, from the 
translation of llus Seriptures into the native languages of the East ? 
Are they read by any who are not already Christians ? And arc they 
likely to be read generally even by them ? The question is snggMted by 
the representations which have been made, thed converts to Christianity 
are mostly, if not altogether, of the lowest and most ignorant classes of 
society. Ts this represeTdation true ?" 

To the best of my knowledge, no benelit has hitherto arisen from 
the translation of the Scriptures into the languages of the East, nor 
can any arlvautuge be expected from the translations in circulation; 
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thej tn not raad mach by thoae that are not Christiana, exooptby a 
few whom the MiasionarieB represent as being “ led away bj Soriinian 
principles." Aa to the character of the oonverta to Chriarianity, 
yon will be pleaaea to roterto the replies to the first, second, third, 
and fourth queries. 

“XVin. WtUany important improstion, faeourabU to dturio- 
tianitjf seer be made, except by the eonoeraton otul through the injbmioe 
of pereont of education, and of the higher daeeee of $o<tiety,who eon 
read our eaered hooka in the original, or at least in the EngliA 
vereion ?’’ 

Christiania, when represented in its genuine sense in any iaag> 
nage whatever, must make a strong impression on every intelligent 
mind, especially when introduced by persons of education and re»- 
pectability. 

“ XIX Are the trane^atione tohieh hnne been made faithfid and 
free from eeetanan influence a$ to the expreeeion of Chrietian doe- 
trine?" 

To both parts or this query my reply must be in the negative. I 
at the same time acquit these translators of wilful negieot or inten> 
tionai perversion They were, I think, too hasty to engage tbsmselves 
in so difficult an undertaking. 

Ideas, in general, are as differently expressed in the idioms of the 
East from those of the West, as the East is remote &om the West. 
Greater dimculty, therefore, must be experienced by a native of 
Europe in communicating European ideas in the idioms of Asia, than 
in conveying Asiatic ideas into the languages of Europe ; so a native 
of Asia experiences greater inconvenience in expressing Asiatic ideas 
in European idioms, than in translating European ideas into an Asia¬ 
tic language. 

About four years ago, the Rev. Mr. Adam, and another Baptist 
Missionary, the Rev. Mr. Yates, both well reputed for their oriental 
and classic acquirements, engaged, in common with myself, to trans¬ 
late the New TesUment into Bengallee, and we met twice every week, 
and had for our guidance all the translations of the Bible, by different 
authors, which we could procure. Notwithstanding our axertions 
we were obliged to leave the accurate translation of several phrases 
to future consideration, and for my own part I felt discontented with 
the tntnslation adopted of several passages, though I tried frequently, 
when alone at home, to select more eligible expressions, and applied 
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to nvtiye friends for their aid for that pnrpoae I nag to aeanre von, 
that I (though a natire of this countiy) do not recollect having engaged 
myaelf once, daring my life, in eo difficult a task, aa the translation of 
the New Testament into Bengallee. 

“ XX. Are there any partietdar parte of India or of the Eyet, 
xdhtre efforU for propagating Chrietianity, or preparing the xoay for 
»t, might he made with better hopes than in others ?’’ 

Calcutta, the Capital of the British Empire in India, where the 
natives are more conversant with English, and frequently associate 
with European gentlemen, is, in ray humble opinion, preferable as a 
field for such efforts to the rest of Hindoostan, as the native inhalrit* 
ants of Bengal, in a great degree, follow the example of the opulent 
natives of Calcutta. 
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DEDICATION 

TO ALL BELIEVERS IN THE INCARNATION OF THE 
DEITY. 

Fkulow-pfukvkbb. 

The foUoving corresponaence between the renowned Dr. R. Ty tier 
and myself was partly given to the world through the medium of the 
Bengal Hubkaru ; but as the Editor of that Paper refused to admit 
some of my letters into its pages, and those published were widely 
separated from each other by being mixed up with various extrane¬ 
ous matters, I have deemed it advisable to have the whole coUected 
together and presented at one view, for general edification. 

My object in addressing Dr. Tyder (as will be seen from a perusal 
of the following pages,) was, that aU Believers in the Manifestation 
of God in the flesh, whether Hindoo or Christian, might unite in 
support of our Common Cause, and cordially co-operate in our endea¬ 
vours to check the alarming growth of the Unitarian heresy; but 
unfortunately my hopes were entirely disappointed, as Dr. T^er 
not only refused to repair the breach, I conceived his writings 
ealcnlated to make, but to my great surprise and regret, in return 
for my friendly c^ers of assistance, he applied to me and to my 
religion the most opprobrious abuse, and treated me as if my Faith 
were inimical to the tenets of his Creed. 

I am, your friend and feUow-believer, 
Caieutta, June 3, i823. RAM DOSS."* 


* Ran Dow is the name aetnunad \iff Ranimohnn Rot in many of lua natincal 
wiitiBsi.—E d. 



A VINDICATION 

CF Tfifi 

INCARNATICN OF THE DEITY, 4o. 

INTRODUCTION. 

The Correapondence was occasioned by a passage in a letter of Dr 
Tytler's, published in the Bengal Hcrkaru of the 30th of May 1823 
directed against Rammohon Roy, a person who, as is well known, u 
strongly reprobated by the aealons, both among Hindoos and Chris* 
tians, for his daring impiety in rejecting the doctrine of Divine In* 
carnations. But the Doctor while censuring this stubborn Heretic, 
most unwarrantably introduced contemptuous allusions to the Hmdoo 
Deities, as will be seen from the passage referred to which is here 
subjoined :— 

Extract from the Hurkaru of May 3rd, 1823. 

He (Ramniohun Bc^) thus proceeds in the same epistle. "Whether 
you be a &ithfnl believer in the Divinity of the Holy Lord and Samour 
JESUS CHRIST or of any other mortal man; or iHiether a Hindu 
declares himself a faitiiful believer in the Divinity of his Holy Thahoor 
Trata RAM, or MUNOO—I feel equally indifferent al^t tiiese 
notions.” Here 1 pause, for the purpose of asking tiie candid Reader 
what would have been said, if, at the time Rammohun Roy continued 
in his belief of Siva, Vishnu and Canesh, I had personally addressed 
a letter to him, replete with vituperation of him and his opinions ? 
Would it not have bMn asserted, and very justly, that I was attacking 
him, and his gods, and wounding the religions feelings of a Hindu ? 
Yet this Unitarian, as he now professes himself thinks proper to 
leave the subject of discussion, namely, a proposal to hold a " Religions 
Omference,” and tells me flatly that my belief in the Divinitt of the 
HOLY SAVIOUR ip on a par with a Hindu's belief b his Thahoor !!! 
—Yes, Christian Readers, such is the fact; and when I offer to defend 
myself from such vile imputations by argunvenis drasm from those 
Holy Scriptures to which this Unitarian hintself appeals, I am given to 
niwi AT«»And, that this Reviler of my Faith, tMk Faith of my Ancmtois, 
will not cmidescend to listen, unless my rejdy receives the stamp of 
orthodm^ from the signature of a Missionaiy!!! 

May 2,1823. 


B. Tm.HR. 
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RAM DOSS’S nRST LETTER TO Dh. TYTLER. 

The Editor of the Hurkaru having refused insertion to the follow¬ 
ing, it was privately forwarded to Dr Tytler;— 

To Dr. It. Tytler. 

Sir, 

I happened to read a letter in the “ Hurkaru” of the 3rd instant, 
under the signature of R. Tytler, which has excited my wonder and 
astonishment. For I had heard that you were not only profoundly 
versed in the knowledge of the ancients, but intimately acquainted 
with the learning and opinions of tlie present age. But I felt quite 
disappointed when I perceived that you entertained ideas so erroneous 
respecting the Hindoo religion. 

Is there any Hindoo who would be offended at beine told by a 
believer in the Invibiblb God, that this man is indifferent about hie 
(the Hindoo’s) faith in the divinity of his Holy Thakoor and Tbata 
Rax or Musoo r We know that these self-conceited sects who profess 
reverence for only one Dkitv are apt to express their indifference for 
ihe holy Incarnation of the Divine Essence believed in by Hindoos as 
well as by Christians; and in fact tliat the followers of any one religion 
have little respect for the opinions of those of another. But can this 
give concern or surprise to the enlightened and well-informed persons 
who have seen and conversed with various sects of men ? 

I am more particularly astonished that a man of your reputed 
learning and acqmrements, should be offended at the mention of the 
resemUance of your belief in the Divinity of Jesus Christ with a 
Hbdoo’s belief in his Thakoor, because you ought to know that our 
religious foith and yours are founded on the same sacred basis, vis., 
the XANIFR8TATION OF OoD IN THE FLESH, without any restriction to a 
dark or fair complexion, large or small stature, long or short hair. 
You cannot surely be ignorwit that the Divine Rah was die reputed son 
of Dushuruth, of the o&pring of Bhuggeeruth, of the tribe of Rughoo, 
as Jesus was the reputed son of Joseph, of the House of David, of the 
Tribe of Judah. Rah was the King of the Rughnos and of Foreigners, 
while in like manner Jesus was King of the Jews and Gentiles. Both 
are stated in the respective sacred books handM down to us, to have 
performed very wonderful miracles and both ascended up to Heaven. 
Both were tempted by the Devil whUe on the earth, and both have 
been worshiped by millions up to the present day. Since God can be 
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bora fli tW^ribe of Judah, how, I ask, ia it imposMble diat Iw dumkl 
be bora e^the Tribe of Rughoo, or of any other nation or race of nen ? 
And as the human form and feelings of Ram afford aceptioa no good 
nrgoment against hie onmipresentand divine nature, it moat be evident 
to yon that this deluded sect of Unitarianiam can lay no stress on 
the human form and feelings of Jesus Christ as disproving his 
divinity. 

When therefore the resemblance is so very etnting, and oug^t to 
be known to yon as well as to every other man having the least pre¬ 
tensions to an acquaintance with the learning and religion of the 
Katives of India,- how is it possible that you can feel offended at 
the mention of a &ct so notorious ? Tqu may perhaps urge, that 
there is a wide difference between a belief in thbee Persons in the 
Godhead as maintained by you, and belief in three hundred and thirty 
miuions ot Persons in the Godhead, entertained by the Hindoos. 
But as all such numerical objections are founded on the frail basis of 
human reason, wnich we well know is htilible, you must admit that 
the same omnipotence, which can make three ONE and one THREE, 
can equally reconcile the onitt and pluralitt of three hundred and 
thirty millions, both being supported by E sublime mystery which far 
transcends all human comprehension. 

The vain and narrow-minded believers in one Invisible God accuse 
the followers of the Trinity as well as us the sincere worshippers of 
Ram and other Divine Incarnations, of being Idolaters; and policy 
therefore might have suggested to you the propriety of maintaining 
a good undeiatanding and brotherhood among all who have correct 
notions ot the manifestation of God in the flesh, that we may 
cordially join and go hand in hand, in opposing, and, if possible, 
extirpating the abominable notion of a sinole God, which strikes 
c<iuaUy at the root of Hindooism and Christianity. However, it is 
not too late for you to reflect on your indiscretion, and atone for it 
by expressing your regret at having written and published anything 
calculated to create dissension among the worshippers of Divine 
Incarnations. 


I am. Sir, 

Your most obedient servant. 

Ram Dose 
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Dr. TYTLER’S REPLY TO THE FOREGOING 
V'o Ram Domt 

I have received your letter and lieg you to receive my best 
for the trouble you nave put yourself to, in sending it to me. It was 
my intention this evening to have proved that ii tndu/Jo/atr*/and 
Unitarianitm are tlie same, and that they both pn)ceed from the Devil. 
Unfortunately Mr. Robinson, in consequence of the number who were 
anxious to attend, has requested me to postpone the meeting, to which 
of course 1 have acceede<l. Rut 1 am ready,— mi.nd mk.'ukady, —to 
meet you and your ruunagate friend Uammohan Roy whenever vou 
please, in |>ublie and private disciiK^ion. and let you know what a 
humble individual unsupjmrted can <1(), armed with no other weapon 
tlum the sharp sworn of the Gospel in bringing to light the hidden 
works ot rtarknesB, wmcli are at present displayed in the damnable 
Heresy ot Umtananiam ol which you are the wretched tool. Rut 
neither you, Raiumohuu Roy, nor the second talleu AD.A M dare meet 
me because you fear tlie WORD of TRUTH. 

Your inveterate and determined 

foe in the LORD, 

May ikh, 1S2.‘{. (Signed) R. Tvtlel. 

ram DOSS’S REPLY TO A REMARK OF THE EDITOR OF 
THE RENOAL HURKARIJ. 

To the Editor of the Bengal Hurkaru. 

Sir, 

After publishing in your Paper of the 3rd instant Dr. Tytler s 
letter, throwing out offensive insinuations against tJie Hindoo Religion, 
as miworthy to be compared with the Cliristian, I am truly astonished at 
your refusal to insert my very friendly reply and expostulation with 
liim for the error and indiscretion into which he has fallen, 
and that you moieover defend him in the following words : “ We 
would hint to Rani Doss that there is in our opinion a wide liffer 
ence between tlie belief which maintains God to have appeared in 
the Flegh and that of the “ Hindoo who believes the appearance of the 
Omnipotent Being in the shape of a Thakoor, which if we are not 
mistaken, is composed of stone, metal or wood.’ 
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I must remark, first, on the total unacquaintance you have die* 
played, with the Hindoo Helieion, notwithstanding your residence in 
the capital of Bengal, in which however you are more evcnsahle than 
Dr. Tvtler, considering his high pretensions to learning. Can you 
find a single Hindoo in the whole of India, who imagines that the 
divine Ram, die son of Dushuruth by Koushilya his mother according 
to the flesh, was comjjosed either of wood, stone or metal ? If you can 
find even one, there may be some excuse for your mistake in supposing, 
what is so wide of the fact. You niav. of course, find numerous consecra¬ 
ted images or statues of the holy Ram, in the Hindoo temples, tormed of 
wood and other materials, placed there for the pious purpose of attract¬ 
ing the attention of devotees to that Divine Incarnation,—^although 
many good Hindoos do not consider such representations as necnssarv, 
and worship Ram directly without the intervention of any sensible ob¬ 
ject. But can you suppose for a moment that a model or picture of any 
person, whether divine, or human, can identify that being with such 
representation or convert the original existence into the same 
maierials ? If this were the case, then the number of men so unfortu¬ 
nate as to have statues or portraits of themselves made, must lose their 
real essence—their original elements necessarily degenerating into 
stone, or paint and canvass. 

But it is indisputable that neither the image of the Holy Jesus in 
Roman Cathohc Churches, nor lue representations of the Divine Ram 
ill the Hindoo Temples, are identified with either of those sacred 
persons 

As vou have refused to publish my letter in answer to Dr. Tytler’s 
attack, I shall take an opportunity of sending it directly to himself foi 
his consideration and reply, and purpose very soon laying this con- 
trovei-sy before the public through some other channel with proper 
mention of your partial conduct, in circulating Dr. Tytier's insulting 
insinuations against the Hindoo Religion and withholding my answer 
thereto for its vindication. I exjiect you will kindly insert this letter 
in your Paper of to-morrow along with a justification of your own 
uliservations of this morning. 

I am. Sir, your most obedient servant. 

Ran Doss. 
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REMARKS OF. THE EDITOR RELATIVE TO THE FOREGOING. 
{ponkMud in the Bengal Hurkaru oftMStii May.) 

In our BubBequent pages will be found a letter signed Ram Doss, 
which we insert with pleasure^ with a desire of convincing him that 
we are really impartial in our views of the subject of which it treats 
In explanation of our refusal to insert the former letter of Bam Doss, 
we owe it to him to say that although it justly deserves the appeLUUon 
of a “ very friendly reply” and althouj^ it was written with much 
Ability, yet it appeared to us to overstep the limits we have prescribed 
to ourselves, by entering too far into the subject of the original dispute 
between the two classes of religious professors, instead of being 
confined to the discussion of the subject between Rammohun Roy 
and Dr. Tyder, namely, the right of the latter to demand, and of the 
former to afford, facilities for the purpose of the discussion of the 
point at issue between them. It was under these circumastances and 
with this feeling that we declined to insert Ram Doss’s communi¬ 
cation, and we be^ to assure him that it was not from any disrespect 
to him, or paruauty for Dr. Tytler or his doctrines. 

Having disposed of this part of the subject, we trust, to the 
satisfaction of Ram Doss, we sliall simply remark on the other, 
that we never intended to intimate that any sensible Hindoo cculd 
for one moment suppose that God was personally present in an 
image of brass, stone or metal; but we have no hesitation in 
asserting that such an opinion does prevail, not only among the 
Hindoos, but amongst the ignorant of all classes whose religious faith 
prescribes the worship of images as the medium of access to the Deity. 
We really ought not to enter on the discussion of any of the points 
•connected with the religious worship of the Hindoos, as we have had 
but very few opportunities of making ourselves acquainted witii them, 
and if we are now in any error on these subjects, we trust that Ram 
Doss will attribute it to the causes which we have thus explained, 
and not to any feeling of partiality towards Dr. Tytler, or of misre¬ 
presentation of the objects of his own worship. 
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RAM DOSS’S FIRST CHALLENGE TO Du. R. XYTLER. 

To the Editor of the Bengal Hurkani 
Sir. 

Being disappointed in my just expectation of having my answer to 
Dr. Tytler's insinostions inserted in yoar Paper, I yesterday sent it to 
the Doctor himself for his consideration; but he avoids making a reply 
thereto, and in answer to my arguments, merely returns abuse against 
roe, and likewise against our common enemies, the Unitarisus, for 
which last, I, of course, care nothing. 

I take this opportunity of informing the Public that this Uoliatli, 
notwithstanding hie high pretensions to learning, and presumption in 
setting himself up as the champion of Christianity, shrinks from the 
defence of the charges he has brought against Hindooism, and that he 
refuses to cooperate with me in opposing Unitarianism, although he 
declares in his note to me that it is a system of damnable heresy 
proceeding from the Devil. 

I am. Sir, your most obedient servant, 

May 7, 1823. Kam Doss. 

Db. TYTLER’S REPLY TO RAM DOSS. 

To the Editor of the Bengal Uurkaru. 

SlK, 

As I do not intend this letter to have any direct reference to the 
subject of religious discussion, you will oblige me by giving it insertion 
into the columns of the Hurkaru. Two days ago I received an epistle 
subscribed Ram Doss, which I was led to conclude must have been 
written by some Unitarian under a pseudonymous signature. But it 
appears from a letter, which is published in your paper of this day, 1 
may liave been mistaken; and I am, therefore, anxious to inform 
Ram Doss, if he be a real person, that I consider there is no book at 
present in possession of Eindua ,—the Mahabharata and Ramayana 
not excepted,—of higher antiquity than the entrance of the Musulmans 
into India,—say about 800 years from the present period. The legends 
attached to the Avatare are merely perverted, and corrupted copies of 
the Holy Scriptures in the possession of Christians, and have no 
particular relation to the ancient religion, whatever it may have been, 
of the inhabitants of this country. Should Ram Doss therefore be a 
real person, and wish to obtain information on those topics, it will 

57 
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•tford me sincere pleasure to meet him, either at my own house or 
any other he may appoint, at some hour convenient to us both, for 
the ourpose ot explair j^g the arguments which support the viewSr 
T have taken, of the modemnau of the religions system at present 
followed by the Bindns 

Your obedient servant. 

May 8, 1823, R. Tttlxb. 

RAM DOSS’S SECOND CHALLENGE TO 
Da. TYTLER. 

To the Editor of the Bengal Hurharu. 

Bib, 

Dr Tytler having been unable to make a direct reply to the 
arguments conveyed in my letter to him, dated the dth instant, has 
taken refuge in your Paper, knowing very well that he would prevail 
upon yon to insert every assertion diat he might make against our 
SMred Books and Holy Incarnations, and that you as a Christian 
would excuse yourself for declining to give publicity to my retaliation 
upon him. 

1 therefore challenge him through your Pages for a reply to my 
arguments in the shape of a letter, so that I may endeavour Uirough 
some other means to publish all our correspondence for the consider¬ 
ation and judgment of the Public. 

I am. Sir, your obedient servant, 

Moj^ 9th, 1823, Ram Doss 

Db. TYTLER’S REPLY TO BAM DOSS 
To the Editor of the Bengal Hurharu. 

Sib. 

Your cinrespondent. Ram Dom, in “ informing the public," that 
I consider “ Unitarianism a system of damnable heresy proceeding 
from the Devil," has forgot to mention that such was alsb my 
expressed opinion to' him respecting the superstitions to which he is 
so extremely partial. Under those circumstances is it reasonable to 
expect, I will allow him to eo-operaJte with me, as he calls it, “ against 
our common enemies," when in fact I maintain Unitarianism to be 
nothing more than a new name for Hindu Idolatry ? 

Your obedient servant, 
R. TmBjt. 


Calcutta, May 10,1823. 
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RAM DOSS’S THIRD CHALLENGE 
Db. TYTLER. 

To the Editor of the Bengal Hurharu. 

Sib, 

One of the objects of my letter to Dr. Tytler, was to solicit the 
co-operation of the Doctor in opposing Unitarians. The other, to 
reft'te his insinuations against Hindooism and prove that it vas founded 
on the same sacred basis (the Manifestation of Ood in the flesh) with 
Doctor Tytler’s own Faith. 

From the Doctor’s letter in your paper of this morning, I see he 
positively shrinks from entering the field with me against Unitarianism, 
leaving me thus to encounter the danger and reap the glory single- 
handed. 

I now request to be informed through the medium of your paper, 
whether, the Doctor also flinches from justifying his insinuations 
agunst the Hindoo Religion, and replying to my letter proving 
Hindooism and Chiistianity to rest on the same sacred foundation. 

I am, Sir, your obedient servant. 

May 12, 1823. RAM DOSS. 


Dr. TYTLER’S REPLY TO RAM DOSS. 

To Bte Editor of the Bengal Hurkaru. 

Sir, 

The assertion of Ram Doss, that “ I shrink from entering the field 
against Umtarianism, leaving him thus to encounter the danger and 
reap the glory single-handed” when all Calcutta is acquainted with 
the contrary, and no one better than the Unitarians themselves, is 
really too absurd to require notice. 

hi support of what this writer calls “ my insinuations against the 
Hindu Religion,’ I refer him to the histories of Buddha, Saluvahana, 
and Chrishna, ana maintain that they comprise nothing more than 
perverted copies of Christianity. Let him shew the reverse if he can. 

Your obedient servant, 

R. Tvtleb. 


Calcutta, May 13.1823. 
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RAM DOSS’S REPLY TO THE FOREGOING. 

To the EdUor of the Bengal Burkaru. 

Sir, 

You are aware that I hare three times through the medium of 
your paper, called upon Dr. Tytler, to reply to the ABOCMEN'rs con-, 
tained in the letter, forwarded to him by me and the reheipt of which 
he acknowledged in a torrent of abtue, and that he has, as often as 
thus publicly called upon, returned an arasive answer, which proves 
that he inwardly shrinks from the combat. 

With a view to defend his offensive insinuations, against Hindooism, 
he now refers me to the Histories of Buddha (the head of a tribe 
inimical to Hindooism,) Saluvahana (an Indian Prince) and Chrishna, a 
divine Incarnation, without attempting to bring forwani from these 
anything against the justness of my arguments. I now. Sir, beg 
leave to appeal to you, whether if any Hindoo were to make ins^uatiom 
against the Christian Religion, when called to defend them, he would 
be justified in merely referring Christians to the Books of the Jews (a 
tribe equally inimical to Christianity,) or Gibbon’s History of the 
Roman Empire, or to a whole History of Jesus Christ, without 
adducing any particular passage. I now for the Fourth and last time 
call upon the Doctor, either to answer precisely my arguments already 
in his possession, or confess publicly that he is totally unable 
to justify his insinuations against a Religion founded on the Sacred 
basis of the manifestation of God in the flesh, and that knowing 
the badness of his cause, he shrinks from meeting me on the fair field 
of Regular Argument, insteaf* of which he has given me only abuse. 

I have nothing to say respecting his iqode of opposing our common 
enemies, the Unitarians, and grant him freely the honour of his indi¬ 
vidual exertions. Notwithstanding, I think it proper to suggest the' 
expediency of common believers in Divine Incarnations (like the 
Doctor and myself) joining hand iu hand in opposing our inveterate 
enemy. Our chance of success must be greater when our Force is 
united, than when it is divided. 

I am. Sir, 

Your obedient servant. 

Rar Doss. 


itay 14, 1823. 
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Db. TYTLER’S reply to ram doss. 

This Reply was in a Postscript to a Letter of Dr. Tytler's (dated 
May 15,) addressed to the Editor of the Bengal HuRKARU,aod publish¬ 
ed in that Paner of the 16th May. 

“ I request ” (said the Doctor) “ to be informed by your sapient 
correspondent Ram Doss, in what manner he proves Buddha to be 
' the head of a tribe inimical to Hiudooism.' ” 


RAM DOSS’S REPLY TO THE FOREGOING. 

To the Editor of the Bengal Hurhai u. 

Sir, 

The only reply which Dr. Tytler makes to ray Fourth rhallen<re 
publislied in your paper yesterday is as follows, viz,— 

S.—I request to be informed by our sapient correspondent 
Bam Doss in what manner he proves Buddha to be ‘ the liead of a 
tribe inimical to Hindooism.’ ” 

I now call on tlie Public to pronounce wliether this querj- can be 
considered as a reply to the arguments contained in my letter I'oi wanled 
to the Doctor, repelling his offensive insinuations and proving that 
Hindooism and Christianity are founded on the same basis ? or if 
it be not evidently a mere pretence for evading the question ? Fully 
warranted in anticipating a verdict in ray favor, I ask what opinion 
will the world form of a man who with some pretensions t() learning 
and great professions of Religion, while defying the whole world in the 
field of Religious discussion, first utters degrading insinuations against 
a Faith founded on exactly the same basis as his own, and then when 
repeatedly challenged to juatifij this conduct resorts to such Shuffling 
and Evasion '^ However to oblige the Doctor as a fellow Isdiever in. 
and worshipper ol. Divine Incarnations, 1 will inform him lalthough 
it has no bearing on the question) that Buddha or Booildha, is the head 
of the sect of Bauddhas, who derive tlieir name from him in the same 
manner as Christians do from Christ. That this sect is inimical to 
Hindooism is proved by the fact that they deny the existence of a 
Creator of the Universe, in whom the Hindoos believe, and also 
despise many of the Gods worshipped by the latter. There are hun¬ 
dreds of works published by them again^^t each other which are 
in general circulation But- all tb’s has nothing to do witti my 
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•igamentB which tha Doctor hj evading nrtntlly eonfeeeee he is 
unable to answer. I therefore denaunee him a defamer of Hindooism, 
a religion ot the principles of which he is (or at least appears to be) 
totaUy ignorant 

I am, ISr, your obedient servant 

Friday, Idth May, 1823. Ram Doss. 


Da. TYTLER’S REPLY TO THE FOREGOING. 

Pvbliehed in the Hurkaru of May 22nd. 

The sapient Ram Doss, now changes his tone,—^and tells us the 
Botiddhiits “ drapise many of the Gods wor^pped by the Hindoos." 
It hence follows that tome of the Hindoo deities must be objects of 
their adoration. And yet this writer asserts Buddha to be the '* head 
of a tribe inimical to Hindooism," while his own statement proves 
Hindoo Gbds to be the objects of Buddhaie veneration!' 


RAM DOSS’S REPLY TO THE FOREGOING. 

To the Editor of the Bengal Hurkaru. 

Sib, 

In your paper of this day, Dr. Tyder notices mj fifth Challenge, 
calling upon him to answer the arguments contained in my leftter 
forwarded to him some weeks ago repelling his offensive insinuations 
against Hindooism. But how does he justifv himself ? "The sapient 
Ram Dobs” (says he) "now changes his tone and tells us the Buddhists 
‘despise many of the Gods worshipped by the Hindoos.’ It henco 
follows that some of the Hindoo deities must be objects of their 
adoration. And yet this writer asserts Buddha to be the ‘head of a 
tribe inimical to Hindoosim,’ while his own statement, proves Hindoc 
Gods to be the objects of Buddhaie veneration.’' 

I now beg to call the attention of the Public, Christians and not 
Christians, to die above passage, and request them to pronounce 
whether the Dodtor thereby proves that Hindooism cannot (as insinuated) 
be compared with Christianity, or refuteauny posidon, that these two 
religions are founded on the same sacred basis, viz,, the Manifestation 
of God in the Flesh ? And I now call onr &e world to judge, wheih ar 
the person who oan resort to such ahuffljag and evasion has any just 
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clsim to the ehancter of a man of learning, or a man of probity ? What 
oame ia bestowed on the man who thus ahrinlt*’ from meeting the 
arguments of his opponent fairly and candidly, and trembling at the 
force of truth, is glad to make his escape by any mean subterfuge ? 

It is almost self-degradation or a prostitution of reason to treat his 
last remark, above quoted, as worthy of notice, viz., that as “Buddhists 
despise many of the Gods worshipped by the Hindoos, it hence follows 
that tome of the Hindoo deities most be subjects of their “adoration"-- 
Indeed !! In what school of icindom did the learned Doctor acquire his 
Logic ? Although I despise or dislike several nieinl)er8 of a family, is 
this a proof that I si I’sT adore the rest ? May I not regard the rest with 
indifference, or be unacquainted with them ? But granting even that 
Buddhists do worship some of the Hindoo Gods, while they despise 
others, may they not still be inimical to Ilindooism ? For, don’t the 
•lews despise one of the Christian Gods, worsliip another, and are 
indifferent to a third and yet are they not inveterate enemies of 
Christianity ? 

T now only wish to know from what College or University tJie 
Doctor procured a Certificate, authorizing him to assume the Title of 
M. D and whether that seat of I^earning in the distribution of its 
Aead-mic Honors usually selects such worthy objects. 

I am. Sir your obedient servant, 

Thuvxday, 22nd May, 1823. Uau Uu.s5. 

P. S. 1 congratulate tlie Doctor on his victory (as rejiorted by himself 
in your paper of to-day) over our common enemies the Unitarians (tliese 
deluded deniens of Divine Incarnations), and 1 regret I was not 
present to share in tlie triumph.—R. D 


Dr. Tytlrr heiuy noir, it appears, completely silenced, a Friend, 
imdi r the siynahire of A Christian, came jonrard to his asaittonre 
ill fill' folloicinn Letter 

■ LETTER OF A CHRISTIAN TO RAM DO.SS. 

To the Editor of the Ilurham 

Sllf, 

It is gratifying to the lovers of science, to behold a few intelli¬ 
gent itindoos emerging from the degraded ignorance and shameful 
superstition, in which their fathers for so many centuries have been 
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buried. It is no less pleaaintf to the friends of humanit}', to hnd 
that one of the most learned of the Hindoo Ifralanans has not only 
abandoned tlie doctrine wliicfi conntenaiipes the cruel and -aljoinin- 
able practice of matricide, hut also ably confuted his compeers, w]>o 
were ailvocates for having human victims sacrificed to Mol(»ch 

On the other hand it is a sad contemplation, that these very 
individuals who are indebted to (.’hristiaus foi- tlie civil lilierty they 
enjoy, as well as for tlie rays of.inteUigence, now heginnitig todawn 
on them, should in tlie most ungouenuis manner insult tlicir bene¬ 
factors, by endeavouring to degrade their religion, for no other 
reason, because they cannot cotnprebeiid its suhlime. Mysteries. 

My attention has been partimilarly attracteil to this subioct liv 
a letter signed “ I loss ’ wliich appeared in your paper of 
yesterday. 

This Hindoo with whom i have no personal acijuaintancc had 
the arrogance to lay belore tlie public the following passage: “ I 
now call on the puhlic to pronounce wlietiier this query can l»o 
considered as a reply to the arguments conmined in my letter 
forwarded to the Doctor repelling his olfensivc insinuations and 
proving that Hiiuiooism arul Chnatiatiity arc fouitLlrd on tlw mine 
basis ?” Kam Doss here appeals to the public, and he will of course 
grant me the same privilege. I will therefore ask, -Clinstian Head¬ 
ers, are j'ou so far degraded by Asiatic eileiniiiacy as to behold 
with indifference your holy and iinnuiculute Kei.ioio.N thus degraded 
by having it placed on an equality with Hinilooism—with lauk ido¬ 
latry*—with disgraceful ignorance and shainelid superstition ? 

Will Ham Doss or his as.sociatc.s be pleased to inform me, if the 
Ineamalion of his God was foretold by I’rophets through a jieriod 
of four thousand years ? Or will he demonstrate the mission or 
divine incarnation of his Deity by iucontosUible and stupendous 
miracles such as Christ wroughtWill he assert that the aoc.triiie 
of Hiudooisin is ns pure and undotiled as that of ('liristianity i* 
Or in line, will he prt>ve that tlie human character has ever been 
exalted by any religious system so mucii as by the swei't iiilliienee 
of Christianity ? 

If Ham Doss is not able satisfactorily to clear uj) a single ijoini 
of what I now submit to liis serious consideration, it is manifest, that 
in common civility, he should refrain from iusuiiiug Christians by 
putting tneir religion on a eonipaiispn wiih llindooism* 
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Rammohon Roy, who appears to me to be the moet learned of 
the Hindoos, is so far from making such odious and offensive re¬ 
marks, that he apparently gives the preference to Christianity. 
Vide, his First Appeal entitled “ the precepts of Christ, the guide 
to peace and happiness..” I regret the learned Brahman waa 
interrupted by the intemperate zeal of the Baptists in the praiseworthy 
course he intended to have pursued as set forth in his preface to the 
work above alluded to. 

I conclude by recommendii^ your sapient correspondent Ram Dobs 
to employ his time and talents in laudable and pious endeavours to 
reclaim his countrymen from idolatry, rather than attempt to investi¬ 
gate mysteries that are far above the weak comprehensions of man. 

I also recommend him to beware of such Christians as are carried away 
with every wind of doctrine, and who “ know not wnat they do.” 

T am. Sir, your obedient servant, 

A CHmSTlAN 

RAM DOSS’S REPLY TO THE CHRISTIAN. 

[Published in a Pamplilet containing an account of Dr. Tytler's 
Lecture circulated with the Bengal Hurkaj u Newspaper.] 

To tJus Editor of tiie Bengal Uurkoru. 

Sir, 

I regret to observe by the Letter in your Paper of this morning 
signed “ A Christian,” that in repelling the offensive insinuations of 
Dr. Tytler against the Hindoo Religion, 1 am considered by one of the 
Christian denomination as endeavouring to degrade his “ Faith.” 

It is weU known to you, Sir, that I privately sent a Letter to the 
Doctor, refuting his position in the most friendly, calm, and argumena- 
tive manner, to which he returned a note loading me with the grossest 
abuse; consequently I thought myself justified in challenging him 
publicly to make a reply to my arguments. The Christian therefore 
cannot conceal from himself that it is 1 and my Faith which have 
been vilified and abused and that in return, I have offered not insult, 
but merely reason 3''d argument; for it cannot be considered insult 
for a man to say that another religion is founded on the same basis 
with his own, which he believes to be all, that is venerable and 
sacred. 
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If by the “ Ray of Intelligence” for which the Chri$Han eaya we 
.are indebted to the English, he means the introduction of useful 
mechanical arts, I am ready to express my assent and also my grati* 
tnde; but with respect to Setenee, Lit 0 raiur 6 , at Edigion, I do not 
acknowledge that we are placed under any obligation. For by a 
reference to history it may be proved that the World was indebted 
to our anee$tor$ for the first dawn of knowledge, which sprang up in 
the East, and thanks to the Goddess of Wisdom, we have still a philo> 
sophical and copius language of our own, which distinguishes us from 
other nations who cannot express scientific or abstract ideas without 
borrowing the language of foreigners. 

Rammehun Roy’s abandonment of Hindoo doctrines (as “A 
’Christian" mentions) cannot prove them to be erroneous; no more 
than the rejection of the Christian Religion by hundreds ot persons who 
were originally Christians and more learned than Rammohtm Roy, 
proves the fallacy 6f Christianity. We Hindoos regard him in the 
same light as Christians do Hume, Voltaire, Gibbon and other 
sceptics. 

Before “ A Christian ” indulged in a tirade about persons being 
“ degraded by Astatic effeminacy ” he should have recollected that 
almost ail the ancient prophets and patriarchs venerated by Chris¬ 
tians, nay even Jesus Christ himself, a Divine Incarnation and die 
founder of the Christian Faith, were ASIAUCS, so that if a Chris¬ 
tian thinks it degrading to be bom or to reside in Asio, he directly 
reflects upon them. 

First.—The Christian demands “ Will Ram Dose or his associates 
be pleased to inform me, if the Incarnation of his Qod was f retold 
by Prophets through a period of four thousand years?" I anawer 
in the affirmative. The Incarnation of Ram was foretold in the works of 
many holy and inspired men for more than 4,000 years previous to 
the event in the most precise and intelligible language; not in those 
ambiguous and equivocal terms found in the Old Testament, respect¬ 
ing the Incarnation of Jesus Christ, an ambiguity which it is well 
known has afforded our common enemies, the Unitarians, a handle 
for raising a doubt of Jesus Christ being a real Manifestation of God 
in the flesh. 

Secondly.—The Christian demands of Rah Doss “Will he 
demonstrate the mission or divine incarnation of his deity by 
incontestable and stupendous miracles such as Christ wrought ^ ” 
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I aaiwer, Yes: The diTUte Ram performed miraclee more etopen- 
dooa, not before mnltitudes of ignorant people only, but in the 
preaence of Princes and of thousands of learned men, and of those 
who were inimical to Hindooism. 1 admit the Jeins and other un- 
believers ascribed Ram’s miraculoos power to a Demoniacal Spirit, 
in the same manner as the Jews attributed the miracles of Jesus 
to the power of Beelzebub; but neither of these objections are 
worthy of notice from believers in Divine Incarnations, since the 
performance of the miracles themselves is incontestably proved by 
tradition. 

Thirdly.—The Chrutian asks “ Will he (Ram Doss) assert that 
the Doctrine of Hmduism is as pure and undehled as that of Chris¬ 
tianity?” Undoubtedly, such is my assertion : and an English 
translation of the Vedant as well as of Munoo (which contains the 
essence of the whole Veds) being before the public, I call on reflect¬ 
ing men to compare the two religions together and point out in 
what respect the one excels the other in purity ? Should the Chrit- 
ticm attempt to ridicule some part of the ritual of the Veds I shall 
of course feel myself justified in referring to ceremonies of a similar 
character in the Christian Scriptures; and if he dwell on the corrupt 
notions introduced into Hindooism in more modem times, I shall 
also remind him of tne corruptions introduced by various sects 
into Christianity. But A Christian must know very well that such 
corruptions cannot detract from the excellence of Genuine Religions 
themselves. 

Fourthly.—The Christian asks, “ Will he (Ram Doss) prove that 
the human character has ever been exalted by any 83 rstem of religion 
so much as by the sweet influence of Christianity.” In reply, I ap¬ 
peal to History, and caU upon the Christian to mention any religion 
on the face of the earth fhat has been the cause of so much war and 
bloodshed, cruelty and oppression, for so many hundred years as this 
whose ” sweet infinenee ” he celebrates. 

That propriety of conduct found among the better sort of Christiana 
is entirely owing to the superior education they have enjoyed ; a proof 
of which is, that others of the same rank in society, although not be¬ 
lievers in Christianity, are distinguished by equal propriety of conduct, 
which is not the case with the most firm believers, if distitute of 
Education or without the means of improvement by mixing in company 
with persons, better instructed than themselves. 
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It is unjust in the Chriitian to quarrel with‘Hindoos because 
(he says) they cannot, comprehend the sublime mystery of his Religion, 
since he is equally unable to comprehend the sublime mysteries of 
ours, and since both these mysteries equally transcend ^e human 
understanding, one caimot be preferred to the oth'^r. 

Let us however return to the main question, viz. that THE 
INCARNATION OF THE DEITY IS THE COMMON BASIS OF 
HINDOOISM AND CHRISTIANITY. H the manifestation of God 
in the flesh is possible, such possibility cannot reasonably be confined 
to Judea or Ayodhya, for God has undoubtedly the power of manifest' 
ing himself in either country and of assuming any colour or mime he 
pleases. If it is impossible, as our common enemies, the Unitarians, 
contend, such impossibility must extend to all places and persons. I 
trust therefore the ChritHan will reflect with great seriousness on this 
subject and will be kina enough to let me know the result. 

1 am, Sir, your most obedient servant, 
CaUsutta, May 23,1823. • Rax Doss. 

Sam Does having heard nottwtg more puhliely or privately from 
Dr. Tytler or “ A Christian ” the correspondence here coneliided, and 
the arguments adduced in vindication of the Incarnation of the Deity as 
the common Basis of Hindooism and Christianity consequently remain 
unantwered.'^ 

* TMb couti'oveniy begun in the 3nl of May ahd ended on the 23rd of May, 1823. 
The whole woe published in the form of a pamphlet on the 3rd of June. After the pub¬ 
lication of this pamphlet, the dispute was renewed, but this latter controversy (which was 
carried on in the hiiia Uazetlc and the Adieiitner from June 12th to June 29th, and was 
puUished in a pamphlet in July 14th} we have thought lit not to publish, as it is oom- 
posed only of some trilling letters We only give below the introduction by the Rajah to 
this second pamphlet: - 

" After the foregoing pages had been issued from the pi'ess. Dr. Tytler, evidently 
ashamed to confees his defeat, began again in the public prints to assign various excuses 
for his not having answered me. These, with the re^es they called forth, ore now 
collected together that the Public may 4)r further enabled to appreciate the character sod 
conduct of this Reviler of Hindooism. Altliough the Doctor carried the corresponded 
from the Newspapeia, where Iwth parties might expect fair play and their conimuniow 
tions to be inserted free of cluirge, to tlie Advertiser of his own PnbliBher in which the 
orgumenta of his opponent co^diiot find admission without payment; even under these 
uidavourable circumstances 1 continued the controveny, till Mr. Crichton, the Doctctr's 
PuUisher, refused to insert one of my oonimimications sent him on Sunday the 20th June, 
on tb) pretence that Dr. Tytler had left Calcutta and therefore could not 

answer it; but this collusion between him and his Publisher instead of enabling him to 
retreat with honor will only render his final disomnfitiue the more inglorious. 

Calcutta. Jt./u Mfh 1K23. 


Box Dess.' 
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A DIALOGUE 

BETWEEN 

A MI8SJONAUY AND THREE CHINESE CONVERTS 

MUnonary. How many Gotls are there, my bretnren ! 

Irt Convert. Three. 

2nd Convert. Two. 

3rd Convert. None. 

Mieeionary. Horrid ! The anawers are from the Devil. 

All. We know not where you got, the religion which you havw 
taught U8, but thus you have taught us. 

liiteionary. Blasphemers! 

AU. We have heard you with patience nor ever thought of crying 
out against you, how much so ever you surprised us by your doctrine. 

Missionary. (Recovering biinself and addressing the 1st convert.) 
Come, come, recollect: how can you imagine that there are three 
Gods? 

1st Convert. Xoii tola me there was God the Father, and God 
the Son, and God the Holy Ghost, and by my Swanpan I find that one 
and one and one are three. 

Missionary. 0 ! I see your blunder. You remember but half 
the lesson. I told you also that these Three are One. 

1st Convert. I know you did, but I Uiought you had forgotten 
yourself, and concluded that you spoke the truth at first. 

Missionary. 0 no! You must believe not only that there are 
Three persons, each Go 1, and equal in power and glory, but also, 
that these Three are One. 

1st Convert. That is impossible. In China we do not believe 
contradictions 

Missionary. Brother! It is a mystery. 

1st Convert. What is that, pray ? 

Missionary. It is—it is—I know not what to say to you, except 
tliat it is something which you cannot possibly comprehend. 

1st Convert. (Smiling.) And is it this that yon have been 
sent 10,000 miles to teach ? 

Missionary. 0 the power of carnal reason! Surely, some Socinian 
has been doing the Devil’s work in China. 
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Bnt (turning to the 2nd convert,) how could you imagme, there 
are two Gods ? 

2)td Convert. I thought theie were many more till you came 
and lessened the number. 

Missionary. Have I ever told you that there are two Gods? 
(Aside.) The stupidity of this people makes me almost despair. 

2nd Convert. True, you have not said in so many words that 
-there are two Gods, but you have said what implies it. 

Missionary. Then you have been tempted to reason upon this 
mystery. 

2nd Convert. We, Chinese, are wont to put things together and 
to come at truth by comparison. Thus you said there were three 
persons that were each perfect God, and then you said one of these 
persons died in one of the countries of the West, a long while ago; 
And I therefore concluded the present number to be two. 

Missionary. Astonishing depravity! 0 the depths of Satan! It is in 
vain to reason with these poor benighted creatures. But (addressing the 
3rd convert) perverse as your two brethren are, you appear worse than 
they; what can you possibly mean by answering that there are no Gods ? 

3rd Convert. I heard you talk of tliree, but I paid more particular 
Attention to what you said on the point of there being only one. This 
I could understand; the other I could not; and as my l)elief never 
reaches above my understanding (for you know I am no learned 
Mandarin) I set it down in my mind that there was but one God, 
And that you take your name of Christian from him. 

Missionary. There is something in this ; but I am more and more 
astonished at your answer—" None.” 

3rd Convert. (Taking up the Swanpan.) Here is one. I remove 
it. There is none. 

Missionary. How can this apply ? 

3rd Convert. Our minds are not like yours in the West, or you 
would not ask me. You told me again and again, that there never 
was but one God, that Christ was the true God, and that a nation of 
merchants living at the head of the Arabian gulf, put him to death 
upon a tree, about eighteen hundred years ago. Believing you, what 
other answer could I give than None" ? 

Missionary. I must pray for vou, for you all deny the true 
faith, and living and dying thus, you will without doubt perish 
everlastingly. 
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Idt Convert. Cong-foo-tse, onr revered maste^, says that bad 
temper always turns reason out of doors, and tliat when men begin 
to curse, the Good Spirit of the universe abandons tlieir hearts. 

2nd Convert. You must be angry with yourself and not with us, 
for you have been teaching us at different times doctrines as contra¬ 
dictory as those of Coiig-bw-tse and Buddha. The immortal emperor 
Sinchong has said that he is not to be numbered with wise men, nor 
to have a name in the hall of ancestora, who undertakes a voyage 
without making up his mind to its purpose, and preparing himself to 
give a clear and kind answer to the question of a stranger. 

.‘Ird Convert. These rebukes are just: but Ter-whangtee says, 
in his golden words, that mirth is better than rice. You came, it 
seems, to bring us a new riddle : but while we thank you, we beg to 
inform you that Kienlong, our late cclestitil emperor, has eui)plied us 
with a plentiful store, much more entertaining than yours ; and when 
you can read as wellas s)ieak our divine language, we recommend to 
you his ilelectable history of the Mantchoo Tartar, that pretended to 
be inspired by the Grand I,ama, but could never be made to compre¬ 
hend the Swanpan, 
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SPEECHES. 

I. 

Speech on seltlemenf of Europeans in India. 

Fuom personal exiierience, I am impressed with the conviction that 
the greater our intercourse with European gentlemen, the greater will 
1)6 our improvement in literary, social, and political affaire; a fact 
which can be easily pnn-ed by comparing the condition of those of my 
countr^'men who have enjoyed tliis advantage with that of those who 
unfortunately have not liad tliat opportunity; and a fact which I could, 
to the Ijest of my belief, declare on solemn oath before any assembly. 
Ah to tlie indigo planters, I beg to obseni'e that I have travelled 
through several districts in Hengal and Behar, and I found the natives 
residing in tlie neighbourh(Kxi of indigo plantations evidently better 
clotlie<l and better conditioned tliau those who lived at a distance 
fnmi such stations. There may be some partial injury done by the 
indigo planters: but, on the whole, they have performed more good 
tx> the generality of the natives of this country than any other class 
of Kurofieans, whether in or out of the sendee. 

II. 

Sitceeh by Ilammohun Hoy at the mcetiny of the Unitarian 
Association held in London in his honour. 

I am too unwell and too much exliausted to take any active part 
in this meeting; but I am much indebted to Hr. Kikku-VD and Dr. 
Bowiiino for the honour they have conferred on me by calling me 
their fellow-labourer, and to you for admitting me to this Society as a 

a ■■ Y gift r-i Miv meeliug was hdtl at th« Town Hall of ('alciiUa on tiw 16th of 
IVriMiilkT IHai, for thf iHirjiose of pflitioning the Parliamwit to throw opra the China 
awl toale »nil to n*nK«<lhf rwtrictioii* againat wtUfmrnl of Eurqieene in India. 
Tlii-aUrtoiathf wportof llM*»|>Mvh which Uam Mohim Hoy iaaeid to have made in 
,u|.|>nrtinK' tlw iwolwiiou for aWishing the restrictions on the rwidciicf of Europeanx in 
Iii'lia. It is wrrinicl front tlie .\»iaiic Jouriwl. V.il II.. Xew Snin. tfay-Aniniit IIW. 
- - El* '■ 
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brother, and one of your fellow-labourers. 1 am not sensible that 1 
have done anything to deserve Iwfing called a proumter of this cause. 
but with respect to your faith I may observe, that I too Itelicve in 
the one God, and that I believe in almost all the doctrines that you do 
but I do this foi my own salvation and for my own peace. For the 
objects of your Society I must confess that I have done very little to 
entitle me to your gratitude or such a<lmiration of my coud'ict. 
What have I done V -I do not know what I have done ! -If I liave 
ever rendered you any services tliey innst be very trilling -very 
trifling I am sure. I laboured under many disadvantages. In the 
first instance, the Hindoos and the Rralunins, to whom I am related, 
are all hostile to the cause ; and even many Christians there arc more 
hoatile to our common cause than the Hindoos and the Brahmins. I 
have honour for the appellation of Christians ; but they always trie<l 
to throw diffculties and olistacles in the way of the principles «»f 
Unitarian Christianity. I have found some of these here; but more 
there. They abhor the notion of simple precepts. They always lay a 
stress on mystery and mystical points, which sen-e to dHiide their 
followers; and the consequence is, that we meet with such opposition in 
India that our progress is vejy slight; and T feel ashamed on my side that 
I have not made any progress that might have placed me on a footing 
with my fellow-lalxiurers in this part of the globe. However, if this is 
the tnie sj'stem of Christianity, it will prevail, notwithstanding all the 
opposition that may be made to it. Scripture seconds your system of 
religion, common sense is als<i on your side; while power an<l prejmliee 
are on the aide of your opponents. There is a liattle going on l)etween 
reason, scripture and common sense; and wealth, power and prejudice. 
These three hare been struggling with the other three: but I am 
convinced Uiat your success, sooner or later, is certain. I feel over¬ 
exhausted, and therefore conclude with an expression of my heartfelt 
thanks for the honour that from time to time you hare conferred tm 
me, and which I shall never forget to the last moment of my 
existence. 

«Thif MjiMcIi » UkBi fiMtt ifce in of Ho jo W-.v by 

Niw Csrjienwr. A full fiiwt of tht pwcewliiig* the iii«*tini; it i«> U: fomiil in rtw 
MontMv M«v*i»o''4»f auie ijJt v N 8 w itr.jsni tn 


LETTERS. 

|Th<! rulloMliij' li.‘ll('iKuiid«'!^(iactii{r(vin Iciti-is of R.iniintiliuii l!uy iirr liikrn from 
i)ie l.nii iliiifH in' KmJaiiJ of Rirjn Kitiumiifiim linif l>y MlfK Ciu'iifiitcr. - V'o.] 

Extrad from a letter, dated Calcutta, Septemher d, l!i20. 

As t() the opinion intimated by Sir Sasilhi. T-k, respecting the 

medium course in Clhristi an dogmas, 1 never have attempted to oppose 
it. I regret only that the followers of Jesus, in general, should have 
()aid much greater attention to inquiries after his nature Uian to the 
olMervanoe of his commandments, when we are well aware that no 
liuman ac(inirements can ever discover the nature even of the most 
common and visible things, and, moreover, timt such inquiries are not 
enjoined by the divine revelation. 

On this consideration I have compiled several [)aB6ages of the New 
Testament which I thought essential to Christianity, and published 
them under the designation of Precepts of Jesus, at which the 
Missionaries at Shreera mpoor have expressed great displeasure, and 
called me, in their review of the tract, an injnrer of the cause of troth. 

1 was, tiierefore, umler the necessity of defending myself in an 
‘Appeal to the (’hristian Public,’ a few copies of which tracts I have 

the pleasure to send you, under the care of Captain 8-, and intreat 

your acceptance of them. 

1 return, with my sincere acknowledgments, the work which Sir S. T. 
was so kiml as to lend me. May I request the favour of you to forwarti 
it to Sir S. T., as well as a copy of each of the pamphlets, with my l)est 
♦•ompliments, and to favour me with your and Sir S. T.’a opinion 
respecting my idea of Christianity, as expressed in those tracts, when 
an opportunity may occur, as I am always open to conviction and 
correction ? 


Exlradfrom a letter mldreuedhy Raja Rammhm Roy to a gentleman 
of lidtimre, d'lted CdeuUa, October 37, 1S22, fvide Ifonthfy 
Repoeitory for JS37, Vol. XVIIL, p. 4S3). 

1 liave now every reason to hope, that the trutlis of Christianity 
will not be much longer kept hidden under the veil of heathen 
doctrines and practices, gradually introduced among the followern of 
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Christ, since many lovers of truth are zealoiisly engaged in rendering 
the religion of Jesus clear from corruptions. 

I admire the zeal of the Missionaries sent to tliis country, but 
disapprove of the means they have adopted. In the performance of 
their duty, they always begin with such obscure doctrines as are 
calculated to excite ridicule instead of respect, tfjwards the religion 
which they wish to promulgate. The accompanying pamphlets, celled 
‘The Brahmunical Magazine,’ and published by a Brahmun, are a 
{>roof of my assertion. The last number of this publication luis 
remained unansw'ered for twelve months. 

If a body of men attempt to upset a system of doctrines generally 
established in a countrj’, and to introduce another system, they are, in 
ray humble opinion, in duty bound to prove the truth, or, at least, the 
superiority of their own. 

It is, however, a great satisfaction to my conscience to find, that tlu* 
doctrines inculcated by Jesus and his apostles, are (|uite different from 
those human inventions, w'hich the Missionaries are persuaded to 
profess, and entirely consistent with reason, and the rcA'elation deli¬ 
vered by Moses and the prophets. I am, therefore, anxious to support 
them, even at the risk of my own life. I rely much on the force of 
truth, which will, I am sure, ultimately prevail. Our number is 
comparatively small, but I am glad to inform you, that none of them 
can be justly charged with the want of zeal and prudence. 

I wish to add, in order that j’ou may set me right, if you find me 
mistaken,—my view of Christianity is, that in representing all mankind 
as the children of one eternal fatlier, it enjoins them to love one 
another, without making any distinction of country, caste, colour, or 
creed ; notwithstanding they may be justified in the sight of the Cre¬ 
ator in manifesting tlieir respect towards each other, according to tlie 
property of their actions, and the reasonableness of their religious 
opinions and observance. 

I sliall lose no time in sending you my Final Appeal to the Chris 
tian Public, as soon as it printed. 


Extract from a letter, dated Decewher V, 1S25. 

Although our adversaries are both numerous and zealous, as th 
adversaries of truth always have been, yet our prospects are by n 
means dibcourBg:ing, if we only have the means of following up wha. 
has already been done. 
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We confidently hope that, through these varicur* means the period 
will be accelerated, when the belief in the Divine Unity, and in the 
mission of Christ, will universally prevail. 


Tjetter to Dr T. Rees, of London (vide MontMy Repository, 

1824, Vol. XIX., pp. 68MS2.) 

Rkvkrend Sir,—I received your letter the ICth June last, 
accompanied by a parcel of books to my address, with feelings of 
peculiar gratification. I cannot but be proud of the honour which 
the Committee have conferred upon me in reprinting my compilation 
of ‘ The Precepts of Jesus,’ and the two Appeals in its defence. 1 beg 
you will oblige me by communicating to the members my warm 
acknowledgments for so distinguished a mark of their approbation. 
I also beg you will accept my best thanks for your valuable present 
of the Racovian Catechism, which I shall nut fail to read with 
due attention 

I have no langu-icie to express the happiness I derive fivnu the idea 
that 80 many friends of truth, both in England and America, are 
engaged in attempting to free the originally pur«!, simpli and practi¬ 
cal religion of Christ from tlie heathenish doctrmos and absurd 
notions gradually introduced under the Roman power; and T sincerely 
pray that the success of those gentlemen may l»e as great (if not 
greater than) that of Litheb and others, to whom the religions worJd 
is indebted for laying the first stone of religious reformation, and 
having'recommended the system of distinguishing divine mithorUy 
from human creeds, and the practice of benevolence from ridiculous 
ontwai-d observances. 

But what disappoints, or rather grieves, me much is mat our 
sovereign (whose reign may God crown with peace and prosperity D 
whom all parties, either Whigs or Tories, enthusiastic radicals, or 
political time-servers, are compelleil by the force of tnith to 
acknowledge as the most accomplished person of his time, of most 
enlightened acquirements, and most liberal sentiments, sho^d not use 
his royal influence to remove from the members of his National 
Church the fetter of a solemn oaUi, imposed by the Thirty-nine 
Articles, naturally liable to doubt, and disputed as these have bee^ 
from the beginning of Christianity, and that he has not caused to ^ 
discontinued the repetition of that general denunciation found in the 
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I'onclmlin^j port of the Atliaiiasian C’reel, to wit, * This is the Catholic 
faith, wliich except a man hdiece faith full if, he cannot l>e mvetlf 
Tlie only consolation wliich 1 can offer to myself is, that «s his Majesty 
is the best jiul^je of suitable opportunities for the introduction of 
improvement in the National Church, it is probable that in due time 
more enlarged principles may receive the Royal sanction. 

As to tlie state of the Unitarian Society in Calcutta, our Com* 
mittee have not yet been able to purchase n suitable piece of ground 
for a chapel and school. They will, I hope, soon succeed in 
their endeavours. We have collected, partly by purchase, and 
partly by gift, a great numljer of works, and established a pretty 
respectable library in Calcutta, in which T have jdaced the books 
with wliich you have favoured me, in the same manner as all the 
Ijooks that tlie Uev. Mr. .\n.vM, the Unitarian Missionary in Bengal, 
and myself have received at differet times from England. Mr. Adam 
IS preparing a catalogue of the books belonging to this library, and 
will, I doubt not, send a few copies for the perusal of the Committee 
in L>udou, Liverpool, &c. 

In the month of December last, Mr. R., a member of the firm of 
Messrs. M. and Co., of this place, left Bengal for Europe, ahd 
I embraced that opportunity of answering a letter I had the plea* 
sure of receiving from the venerable Mr. Bclshau, and beggeu 
at the same time his acceptance of a parcel of books sent in 
charge of that gentleman. I also sent a duplicate by the hands of 
Mr. 8. A, a Member of the Unitarian Society in Calcutta, and a 
particidar friend of mine. As subsequent to these despatches I received 
the books stated in Mr. Belhiiam’k letter to have l>een forwarded to my 
itddress, I beg to send a short letter acknowledging the receipt of them ; 
which I shall feel obliged by your transmitting to that gentleman. 

I have the pleasure of sending you for your acceptance a few tracts 
as a token of regard and respect, and remain. 

Yours most obediently, 

Calcctta, June 4,1824. Rammohvm Ro*. 

P.8.—From the pamphlet. Nos. 6 and 7, publialied by a neighbour 
of mine, and another by a friend, yon will perceive to what a degree 
of ridicule the Triuitariaa preachers hare brought tlie religion they 
profess among the enlightened natives of India. I hope to God these 
Mtesiouarres lu^y at length have their eyes opened to see their own 
errors. R. M. R. 
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III Mr. Burhintjhom 

My i>i;aI! Sik,—A diKii^n'caMo oircuinAtance will olili^ me fo 1* 
out tlie wliolo of tills aftoriKsm, and ns I shall inolwhly on iny retnrn 
ImiiH' fed so much fati^fued as to he unfit for your company, I am afraid 
1 must hf under the noeessity of denying myself the pleasure of your 
Society this eveiiinjj; more especially ns my mind is depressed by the 
lati news from Europe. I would force myself to wait on you to-night, 
.Is f proposed to do, ivere I tmt convinced of your willingeaa to make 
allowance for unexpected circumstances. 

Fr<im the late unhapjiy news, 1 am ohli.i'ed to conclude that I shall 
not live to see liberty universally restored to the nations of Eurojif, and 
Asiatic nations, especially those that are Kuro|H'an colonies, possessed 
of a ..greater ilc,i;ree of the same blessing than what they now enjoy 

Lfiidcr these circumstance 1 consider the cause of the Neapolitans 
as my ow n. and their enemies as ours. Enemies to liberty and friends 
of despotism have never been and never will be, ultimately successful. 

Adieu, anil believe me. 

Yours very sineerely, 

Alhjiixl nih,lS:>l.- i{.\5I.MOItt K IlOY. 


].illi r III J. J>. H.'itl'ii, Kiiq., of UrirloL 

lb M! Slit, Mrs. M.vniii.w being about to depart for Europe, has 
kimlly olVered to take cliarge ol any letter or pamphlet that I may 
address to you. I embrace this opportunity of ncknoYvledging the 
icceipl of your letter and of the books, your excellent father’s Ijceturea 
on Moral JMiilosophv, Ac., which 1 had the honour to receive through 
-Mis MvrntKW upwards of two years ago, and apologizing to .vou for 
the delay which has unavoidably taken place in answering your kind 
communication. For a perunl of more than tYvo years, owing to the most 
alTectiiig circumstauees arisiu,g from the hostile feelings of some 
imlividuals towards my family, I found myself unable to pursue any 
undertaking or carry on correspondence, eYcn with tliosc whom 1 
sinecicly loveil and revered, either residing in this country or in any 
other jiart of the globe. As I intend to lay those circumstances before 
the public within a short period in tire form of a pamphlet, I refrain 
from detailing them at present. 1 however trust tlrat in consideration 


YiMii'-ssI tu J/tmx Sii t, |l> < kiM.iHS n’liiii at ('Hk:utla. 
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of the accident alluded to, you will kindly excuse the apparent ueyleet 
of which I confess I am guUty, and for which I have no other apohjgy 
to offer. 

I rejoice to learn tliat the friends of the cause of religious truth 
have exerted themselves in the promotion of the true system of religion 
in India, and have remitted about 1.>,(X)() rupees to the care of M<‘.ssrs 
Alexan'okk and f!o. for religious purposes, and that the llev. Mr. Adas 
hopes to 1)6 enabled to resume his missionar}- pursuits by tlic latter 
end of this month. The time of a fair trial is approaching, and truth 
I doubt not will expose the corruptions and absurd notions wliich have 
gradually disfigured genuine Christianity, and have lirougiit it to a 
level with heathen mytliology. I am hajipy to inform you that the 
books which you kindly presented me with were deservedly placed in 
our Librarj*, under the care of the Kev. Mr. Adah. A feiv copies of 
the Improved Version will be of much use to our friends liere The 
Rev. Mr. Fox has intimated Ids intention to furnish us with a certain 
number of that work. 

Should you happen to see Dr. Caui'DXTKR, you will oblige me by 
presenting my best respects to that gentleman. 1 shall soon embrace 
an opportunity of bringing myself in writing to bis recollection. 

I have the pleasure to send you a copy of a pam])hlet (a nengalcc 
Grammar in English) whicli has lately been publishe<l, and lieg you 
will accept of it as a token of the regard and respect I entertain for 
you. With my fervent wishes for your health and success, I remain. 

Dear Sir, 

Yours most faithfully, 

Raumoiiun ilo\. 

Calcutta, Feh. 7lh, 1837. 


IjCtter to Mrs. Woodford, of Brighton. 

24, Bedford Square. 

April 27th, 18.72. 

Mv DEAR Madam, —I now have tlie pleasure of begging your 
acceptance of the accompanying copy of my remarks on India, and of 
another copy of a pamphlet on the abolition of the practice of burning 
Hindoo widows alive. You will, I am sure, be highly gratified to 
leant that the present Govemordjieneral of India has sufficient moral 
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courage to ulford Uicm protection against their sellish n iatioiis, who 
cruell' letl to take advantage of their tender iceiuigs in the iinnio 
and ’ .dcr the cloak of religion. It must have afionletl Mr. Wihk>ioui> 
and - rself much gratilicHtion to learn, hy tlie lirst conveyaiu e, llie 
divi .1 on the second reading of the Kefurm Hill The ‘truggles are 
not merely between the reformers and anti-reformers, hut between 
liberty and tyranny tlmuighoiit the world ; between justice and injustu e, 
and between right and wrong. Hut from a rellcctiou on the piisi 
events of historj', we clearly perceive Unit lilieral principles in politics 
and religion have been long gradually, but steadily, gaining ground, noi- 
withstamling the ojiposition and obstinacy of despots and bigots. 
T am still unable to determine the periml of my departure fiom 
London, and my visits to you in the country. 1 may periiaps do 
myself that pleasure. 

Kaxuioiii .V Rov 

Jjettcf lo William liathhoiif, Esq. 

48, Be1»KOIII) Soil.tliK, I.ONDOV, 

Juhj r.ht, J.S’.V;' 

My dkau Sir,—I am tiDW happy to liud myself fully justilad m 
congratulating you and my other friends at Liverpool on the compldc 
success of the Reform Bills, notwithstanding the violent ojipnsiiion 
and want of political principle on the jiart of Uie aristrK ials. 1 he 
nation can no longer lie a prey of the few who used to fill their ])ui'scs 
at the expense, nay, to the ruin of the peojilc for a pciiod of upuards 
of fifty years. The Ministers have honestly and firmly discharged 
their duty, and provided the people with means of <5ecniing their 
rights. I hope and pray Uiat the people, tlie mighty people of I.ng- 
land, may notv in like manner do theirs, cherishing puhlic spit it and 
liberal principles, at the same time banishing bribery, coi nipt ion and 
selfish interests, from public prix-eediiigs. 

As I publicly avowed that in Uie event of the Reform Bill being 
defeated I would renounce rny connection with this countly, 1 
refrained from writing to you or any other friend in Liverpool until I 
knew the result. Thank heaven I can now feel proud of being one of 
your fellow-subjects, and heartily rejoice that I have had the infindc 
happiness of witnessing the salvation of the nation, nay of the whole 
world. 
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Pray, remember me kindly to Mr. Oroi'pkk and Mr. Bknron', and 
present my best respects to Mrs. Hathuokg and bre to the children ; 
believe me, 

My dear Sir, 

Yours very sincerely, 

K.VM)iuHi'x Rur. 

P. S.—If the German philosopher is still at Liverpool, good 
enough to remember me kindly to him, and inform him that we hare 
succeeded in the reform question without having recourse to the 
principles of phrenology. It. M. R. 

T^etter to M r. Woodford, of Jirightoii. 

Jani akv, dht IS?)". 

Mv DKAR Sjr, -I had on the 27th the pleasure of receiving your 
obliging communication, and beg to offer you and Mrs. W. iny best 
thanks for this mark of attention towards me. I lejoice to observe 
that the transbtion of the Vedas, &c., which I presented to Mrs. W. 
before my departure for the continent of Europe, has proved interest¬ 
ing to her and to j-oursclf. I am now confirmed in the opinion, that 
her good sense and her ratiojud devotion to religion will not induce 
her to reject any reasonable sentiments, on the ground tliat they are 
not found in this book, or in that volume. 

I was detained in France too late to proceed to Italy last year; 
besides, without a knowledge of French, I found myself totally unable 
to carry on communication with foreigners, with any degree of 
facility. Hence I thought I would not avail myself of my travels 
through Italy and Austria to my own satisfaction. I have been, 
studying French with a French gentleman who accompanied me to 
London, and now is living,with me. 

I shall be most happy to receive your nephew, Mr. Kisuuke, as 
I doubt jnot his company and conversation as your relative, and a firm 
friend of liberal principles, will be a source of delight to me. 1 thank 
3 'ou for the mention you made of Sir Hesky Str.a('Iikv. His talents, 
acquirements and manners, have rendered his name valuable to those 
who know him and can appreciate his merits. To the best of my 
belief and recollection, I declare that I do not know a native of Persia 
or India who could repeat Persian with greater accuracy than. ttW 
British-born gentleman. 

Raumohun Roy. 
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Letter to Mr. Woodford. 

48, BaoroBD Squabe, 

AtmH t2nd. 18SS. 

Mv DEAB SiB,—I waa glad to hear from Mr. Cabby aome time 
ago, that jon and Mrs. W. were iu good health when he saw you last; 
and Sir Hbnbv Stbachey, whom I had the pleasure of seeing about 
three weeks ago, has confirmed the same information. He is indeed 
an extraordinary man; and I feel delighted whenever I have an oppor¬ 
tunity of conversing with that philosopher. I lure been rather poorly 
for some days past; I am now getting better, and entertiun a hope 
of proceeding to the country in a few days, when I will endeavour to 
pay you a visit in Taunton. The reformed Parliament has disappointed 
the people of England; the ministers may perhaps redeem thei«- 
pledge daring next session. The failure of several mercantile houses 
in Calcutta has produced much distrust, both in India and England. 
The news from Portugal is highly gratifying, though another struggle 
is still expected. I hope you will oblige me by prewnting to Mrs. W. 
with my beet respects, the accompanying copy of a translation, giving 
an account of the system of religion which prevailed in Central India, 
at the time of the invasion of that country by Alexander the Great. 

Rammohi'n Ror. 


[Thefollowuig tlireelettera ui= token from It. ItirknrdHH "India." The addreuMca 
m-e not known.—Ku-l 

My dear Sib,— I have this moment the pleasure of receiving your 
note of this day. I beg to apologize to you for having kept until this 
time the volumes which you very kindly lent me. Interruptions pre¬ 
vented me from completing my perusal of them as soon as I wished; I 
now return them with my sincere thanks, and if perfectly convenient, 
you will, I hope, oblige me by a loan of the tliinl, and by allowing me 
again a perusal of the second after a month or two. I think it is 
incumbent ttpon every man who detests despodsm, and abhors bigotry, 
to defend the character of our illustrious minister, Mr. Canning, and 
support his administration if possible. I will, therefore, embrace an¬ 
other opportunity of performing what I consider my duty. In the 
meantime I remain with sincere reganl aud esteem, 

October 9, 1827—7 p. w. Yours most sincerely, 

Pray execuse haste. Raumohun Roy. 



928 


LETTERS. 


Mt dear Sib, —Allow me to retam the volume containing the 
evidence on the state of Ireland, which you so very kindly lent me. 
It is, 1 presume, impossible for an uninterested person to peruse it 
as it is, and not come to a determination to second the cause of 
<^tboIic Emancipation; I content m 3 r 8 elf with an appeal to your 
humanity and good sense. 1 regret ve ry much that I, who am heartily 
anxious to cooperate with you in all reli gious and secular matters, 
should be compelled to differ so widely from you in this single out 
important point. As there is, I fear, no chance of any change in our 
respective opinions on this subject, I hasten to conclude this with 
my fervent wishes for your health and success in all your views and 
undertakings in India, and remain 


November 25, 1827 


Yours very sincerely, 

Raxroiiun Hoy. 


My dear Sir, — ^I have been with infinite satisfaction given to 
understand by Col. Watson, that you opposed the emancipition of 
your Catholic fellow-subjects merely for the sake of argument, probably 
to know what the other party could advance in support of it. I was, 
however, at a loss till yesterday that a person like yourself, so liberal 
in every other point and so kind even to a humble foreigner such as 
I am, should be unfriendly towards his own countrymen, and should 
be indifferent about their political degradation under the cloak o/ 
ireligion. I am now relieved from that anxiety, and wishing you with 
aU my heart every success both at home and abroad, I remain. 


December 8, 1827. 


Yours very sincerely 

Rarmohu.v Roy. 


[The following letters and extracts from letters are talea fioiii “ The Life and L'llors 
of Ihunmohun Eoy,"' by Miss Sophia OoIhod (lolleL— Ed.] 

“ Rammohuri Roy to Mr. John Dighy, England. 

“I take this opportunity of giving you a summary account of my 
proceedings since the period of your departure from India. 

“ The consequence of my long and uninterrupted researches into 
religious tnitli lus been that I have found the doctrines of Christ 
more conducive to moral principles, and better adapted for tlie use 
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of rational beinga, than any others which have come to mv knowledge, 
and have also found Hindus in general more supersUtious and 
miserable, both in performance of their religious rites, and in their 
domestic concerns, than the rest of the known nations on the 
eartn. I, therefore, with a view of making them happy and comfor¬ 
table both here and hereatter, not only employed verbal arguments 
against the absurdities of the idolatry practised bv them, but also 
translated their most revered theological work, namely, Vedant, into 
Bengali and Hindustani and also several chapters of the Ved, in order 
to convince them that the unity of God. and absurdity of idolatry 
are evidently pointed out hy their own scriptures. I, however, in the 
begi nning of my pursuits met with the greatest opposition from 
their self-interested leaders, the Brahmins, and was deserted by my 
nearest relations; 1 consequently felt extreme ly melancholy ; in that 
critical situation, the only comfort that I had was the consoling and 
rational conversation of mv European friends, especially those of 
Scotlana and England. 

“,I now, with the greatest pleasure, inform you that several 
of my countrymen have risen superior to their prejudices; many 
are inclined to seek for the truth; and a great number of those 
who dissented from me have now coincided with me in opinion. This 
engagement has prevented me from proceeding to Europe as soon as 
I co^d wish ; but you may depend upon my setting off for England 
within a short period of time; and if you do not return to India before 
October next, you will most probably receive a letter from me 
informing you of the exact time of my departure for England, and of 
the name of the vessel on which 1 shall embark.” 


[Extract from aletter. dated January 18, 1328. J 
I agree with you that in point of vices the Hindus are not worse 
than the generality of Christians in Europe and America; but I 
regret to say that the present system of religion adhered to by the 
Hindus is not well calculated to promote their political interest. The 
distinction of castes, introducing innumerable divisions and sub¬ 
divisions among them has entirely deprived them of patriotic feeling, 
and the multitude of religious rites and ceremonies and die laws 
of purification have totally disqualified them from undertaking 
any difficult enterprise.It is, I think, necessary that some 

50 
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Vou will perceive from my tetter to Miss Kiddell that I am to b 
detained here a week longer at the sacrifice of my feelings. I, how 
ever, cannot help reflecting that to entertain a hope of enjoying th 
societv of iriends (though for a short time, say one month) is mor 
pleasant than bringing it to a termination by the completion of it 
Adiei^ for the present. 

I remain, 

Yours verv sincerely and obliged, 

Kammobdn Rot. 


[To Miss A\s Kiddell.] 

48, Bedford Square. 

July 24th, 1833. 

Dear Madam, —From my anxiety to proceed to Bristol, heavy 
duties appeared to me light, and difficult tasks had seemed easily 
manageable. The consequence was that I met with disappoint¬ 
ments from time to time which I felt severely. To-day is the third 
reading of the Indian Bill in the House of Commons, after long 
vaxatious debates in the committee, impeding its progress under 
different pretensions. After the Bill has passed the Lower Horse, 
I will lose no time in ascertaining how it will stand in the Upper 
Branch, and will immediately leave Ijondon without waiting for the 
final result. I will proceed direct to Bristol next week, and on my 
way to (from ?) London I will endeavour to visit my acquaintances 
at Bath and its vicinity. I deeply regret that I should have been 
prevented from fulfilling my intention this week, by circumstances 
over which I had no control. 

I feel very much obliged by your kind suggestions contained in 
my son’s letter. You may depend on my adhering to them. 1 
intend to leave this place a little before 10 a. m., that I may arrive 
there on the morning of the following day. Before 1 leave London 
I hope to be able to procure the situation for your young relative. 
Pray present mv kindest regards to Miss Castle, and believe me, 
dear Madam, 

Yours very sincerelv. 

Rammohun Rot 
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[To Miss Kiddell. j 

48 Bedford Socare, 

August 16th, 1833. 

Dear Madam, —I liave now the pleasure of inf .nning you that I feel 
xeiieved, end will proceed to Stapleton Grove on Thursday next. I 
beg you will excuse this abort letter as I am incessantly engaged in 
making preparations, particularly in writing letters to India and in 
different parts of this country. Pray, give my love to my son and my 
kind regards to Miss Castle, and believe me, dear Madam, 

Yours very sincerely, 

Rammohun Ror 

P S. —Miss Hare presents her compliments to yourself and Miss 
CasUe. 

R. R. 




APPEJ^DIX. 


PETITION TO GOVERNMENT AGAINST REGULATION 
ni OF 1828 FOR THE RESUMPTION OF 
LAKHERAJ lands;* 


To Tflt' Right Honourable Lord William Cavendish Bentinck, 
Governor-Generai. in Council, Ac,, Ac., Ac. 

The hnmMc petition of the undermentioned inhelntanle of Bennal. Hehar, and 
Orimah. Sbeweth ; 

Tltat, placed as your petitioners are, under the sole protection 0 / 
British rule, they confidently feel justified when opprossed, in claiming 
justice and paternal care from that power, and approaching for redress 
the footstool of your Lordship, the local representative of their 
sovereign, and the immediate guardian of the safety and security of 
tneir lives and property. With this strong impression, your petitioners 
most humbly appeal io your Lotdship in ('ouncil against the operation 
or Regulation III ot 1828 recently passed by Government, which 
appears to your petitioners unnrecedented in severity and nnparal* 
lelled in oppression. 

That your petitioners, in the lirsi msiauce, entreat your Lrrdship's 
permission to bring to your notice the preamble of Regulation XIX 
of 1793, containing the solemn assurances of justice couched in the 
following terms: The Governor-General in Council ' has further 
resolved tliat the claims of the public on their lands, (provided they, 
the holdeiaof such lands, as are exempted from the payment of public 
revenue, register the grants as required in the Regulation) shall be 
tried in the courts of judicature, that no such exempted lands may be 
subiected to the payment of revenue until the titles of the proprietor 
shall have been adjudged invalid by a final judicial decree. Tour 
petitioners trust, after a reference to the language above quoted, your 

' Thin m repri.ited from the Asiatic Jouroal 1, Now urios. JaB.-April 1«3() U 
in prohable that it i*. as it ii genorallv known to be, the proo-tction of Rammohim Roy 
However, it has been wwerted m uio Appendix, aa there is no direvl evumce, exceoi what 
Mi Adam ai.yp in 1ns lertiire on the Life and Tjilmiirv of ftarnmoDun Roy 
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Lordship will not consider their hopes of legal protection founded 
upon slight grounds, and their fears excited by the contrary plan laid 
down in tlie present Regulations, as mere creations of fancy. The 
whole of the tenour of the preamble, your petitioners presume clearly 
exhibits, that although Marquis Cornwallis, then the GoTernor>General 
of India, was as desi rous as any of hia successors to resume such lands 
as were alienated in opposition to the ancient and existing laws of the 
country’, yet, from strict regard for the principles of justice, and for the 
spirit and usages of the British law, his Lordship felt dissuaded from 
empowering a collector, an agent in behalf of government, to exercise 
judicial power over the parties whose rights were to be contested by 
that government. 

That your petitioners, in the second place, beg your Lordship’s 
attention to Regulation II of 1819, which, though it varies from 
Regulation XIX of 1793 in some essential points, yet guarantees 
to your petitioners that no part of their property can be rendered 
liable to attachment without the decision of a higher and more 
adequate authority than a collector of land revenue, or can be 
subjected to forfeiture without a chance of redress from the established 
judicial courts and the regular courts of appeal. Your petitioners, 
however, deeply regret to find themselve suddenly deprived of their 
long-cherished confidence by the tlrreatening promulgation of Regula¬ 
tion III of 1828, and being on the eve of ruin, tliey are driven to the 
necessity of appealing to your I/rr dship in Council, and humbly, but 
earnestly, solicit your Lordship’s condescending attention to the 
grounds of their complaint. 

That clause Ist, sec. iv. of the Regulation in question, lotally 
overlooking the solemn pledge contained in Uie preamble of Regulation 
XIX of 179.3, has authorized a collector to institute inquiries in regard 
to lands free of assessment, without previously obtaining the sanction 
of the Board of Revenue for such inquiry, as required in section 15 
Regulation XIX, and in article first, section v. Regulation II of 1819 
and has transferred ‘the force and effect’ of a judicial decree to any de 
cision that the collector may pass upon such inquiry against the presen 
holder of lands of the above description ; that the second and thirc 
articles of the same section not only invest a collector with unrestrainec 
power to adjudge any land in posaes-sion of in»lividuals to be the pro 
perty of government, but give him further absolute authority ‘to carry 
im’ne<liately into effect his decree by attaching and assessing the land. 
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«o adjudged, without being required to refer his decision to a higher 
authority for confirmation, as directed in section zx. Regulation 11 of 
1819. Your Lordship will now perceive that a collector of land* 
revenue is, by virtue of his office, empowered in the first instance to 
search out lands subject to the claims of government; he again is au¬ 
thorized to prefer an action before himself as a judge agamst the party 
who may be supposed to have been illicitly in possession of them ; and 
lastly, he is rendered competent not only to adjudge the land to be 
the property of government, but also to disposseas the present pro* 
prietor of the same land by a stroke of his pen in ‘a Persian roobakarto’ 
Leld by himself. In short, a collector is under one capacity 
commiss^ned to act the part of plaintiff, while under another the same 
•collector is vested with the power of discharging functions of an 
absolutely judicial nature, in passing a decree in cases in which he in 
fact stands as plaintiff or informer, and to carry immediately into effect 
whatever decree he may pass, a system which your petitioners presume 
the most despotic government mi^t feel reluctant to adopt. 

That your petitioners further beg leave to bring to the notice of 
your Lordship the hardship and difficulty they naturally dread from 
the operation of the regulation at issue. In sec. xxii. Regulation II of 
1819, Government bestowed uoon your native subjects tbe privilege of 
seeking redress against the decision of the highest revenue authorities 
(the boards of revenue) from the nearest zillah or city court, in cases in 
which the amount of demand did not exceed 500 mpeees; that the most 
indigent individuals, or men engaged in husbandry or humbie 
professions, might easily have access to that court without experienc¬ 
ing much inconvenience or incurring heavy expenses; besiaes, they 
were permitted in section xxvi, Regulation n of 1819, to appeal to a 
higher judicial authority for the vindication of their rights, on the 
supposition that the decision passed by a zillah or city judge was 
unjust or erroneous But your petitioners, with the deepest regret, 
feel compelled to entreat, your lordship will refer to clause fifth, sec¬ 
tion iv of the present Regulation, virtually denyug your native 
subjects all means of seR-defence. Though tbe above ciauae iustifieain 
theory an appeal to a special emnmissianer against the decision of a 
cobeclor, yet it has rendered such an appeal in almost two cases out 
of three; almost afwolutely impracticable, since numerous individuals 
small pieces of land of tbe above deaenpbon an so occupied 
;in the pummt of their livelihood, as to make it practically impossible 
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for them to leave their respective families and occupatioDs, to 
proceed to a distant station for the purpose of conducting an 
appeal before a special commissioner. Moreover, the collectors in 
general, from their want of experience of judicial duties are not, and 
cannot, your petitioners presume, be regarded as sutlioiently com¬ 
petent to institute judicial investigation ; their decisions, consequently, 
could not bear that weight and respect which are attacned to a 
decree passed by au experienced judicial officer of government; 
under these circumstances, any investigation that may be held by 
a special commissioner, when appealed to him against the decisiot 
of a collector, would, in point of fact, be the first as well as last 
judicial trial- 

Your petitioners further beg your I.,ordship's liberal consideratioD 
of the long period that has elapsed since the officers of government were 
commanded to inquire into the validity of the tenures of lakrauj 
lands. Severe as the provisions of the present regulations are, and 
u idely os they depart from the spirit of that of ]x>rd Ctmiiwallis, it 
would have been happy for the people, had even such modes of 
investigatiou as are there lai<{ down been acted upon with prompti¬ 
tude Not only, however, has the cautious and just regard for 
ihe safety of private property evinced by that just and wise statesman 
been set aside, but that, too, under circumstances in many instances 
far more iintavourable for the seciinty of your native subjects than if 
their rights had been tried at his time. 

Suiinuds, and other records, which might tlien hove lieen produced 
fto a‘ tf> place your petitioners' titles, beyond dispute, Lave, from the 
many accidents to which paper are liable, been lost or destroyed. 
In cases of (ll•,puteli and divided succession, and of dis|>os8ession by 
judicial or revenue sales, your Ixirdship will readily understand how 
often the possessions of the titles must have been withheld from the 
actual owuer of land, however rightful his succession to the pro[>erty. 
Fire inundation, and the' ravages of destructive insects nr vermin, 
have, in the course of uiirty-live years, necessarily caused many, 
important ilociimenia to berish, and it is alter the lapse of such 
a period, tliat they are now called tn maxe gooil, before a new 
species of inOunal, rights whicli Have so long reinaineil undis- 
turheti. 

Youi petitioners contidentlv affirm, that or reiercnce to the 
revenne and judicial records of the illahs and -ities It wilt be found 
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that there are ianutnerable instances in which lands free of asitessment 
have been, since 1793, transferred to different hands by sale at the 
public auctions, superintended either by revenue or by judicial officere, 
for the recovery of arrears of revenue due to government, or for the 
satisfaction of judicial decrees. These hare been purchased by 
individuals of course on the public faith, and hitherto possessed by 
them without molestation. Now your Ixjrdship in Council maybe 
pleased to judge whether it would be in anv way consistent with 
justice, that such lauds should again be resumed from these 
purchasers, on the grounds of their titles being invalid, ami assumed 
by government, wlK)se public officers once previously obtained their 
value in satisfaction of the demand of Government upon their j>rior 
possessors. 

That your petitioners, without fear of contiadiction, lan pleat! 
their past and present conduct as a prtxtf of their unshaken and 
continued loyaly and attachment to the British rule in India. Tliev have 
carefully entertained the hope of daily amelioration in their coudiUuu, 
from the augmenting and established power and possessions acquired 
by the wisdom of their rulers; hut they feel painfully disappointed 
in that expectation when on comparing with each other, the 
language used and the spirit maiulested on the one and the 
.same subject, iii Regulations .\IX ol 11 of 181!), and 

III of 1828. Your petitioner; perceive, w ith inexpressible griel, 
a gradual inuitl'ert ucc exhibited toward their righ Is and interests. As 
local subjects, however, they are in duty bound to lay candidly before 
vour Lordship tlieir griev.iuces, and siiiee rely pray that your Lordship 
in Council, for the honour of the British name, and from a sense of 
justice, may be pleased to rescind the Regulation complaineil of, and 
thereby save thousands of families of your ilutiful subjecls from uttei 
ruin. 

And your petitioners, as in duiy tmunfl slmtl evei p'ay. 




A PRESENT 

TO THE BELIEVERS IN ONE GOD: 

BEING A TRANSLATION OF 

TUHFATUL MUWAHHIDDIN 

BV 


RAJA RAMMOHUN ROY. 




tntroduotion.* 


I TKAvki.i.RI) ill Mu- r<‘iuotoHt parls of flu* world, in plainn as 
ivoll as in hill.i lands, ami found tlin inhabitants tin-roof affi-ooing 
S'enorally in lioliovinn' in tin* personality of One HoiiiK Who is th- 
-source of all that ovists and its Kovornor, and disaKrooiiifi in p*ivin(c 
peculiar attributes to that Hoing; and in holding dilforont creeds 
oonsisliiig Ilf the doctrines of n-ligion and precepts of luiimii (forbid- 
ilon) and huliil (lawful). From this Induction it has been known to 
me ilial inrnin}; generall.\ towards One Kti-rnal l{«*ing, is like a 
imtiiral Ii-niloncy in human beings and is i-oinmon to all individuals 
of mankind ei|ually. And the inclination of each soot, of mankind to 
a particular tied or Hods, holding corlaiii especial attributes, and to 
some p«*cidiar forms of worship or di-votion, is an excrescent (|iiality 
grown (in niankinil) by habit .ind training. A'hat a vast ditTerenee 
is there bet w<*en nature and hit bit ! Some of these sectariiins are 
ready to confute the crtH-ds of others owing to it disagreement with 
theni. claiming the truth of the sayings of their (iredecessors; 
while those* predecessors also like other men were liable to commit 
.sins ami mistakes. Hence 't may not Ik- im)iroper if it Is* s.iid 
that all of them are* either right or wrong. In the former case-, 
two cemt raelictorie's cenmt together (whie-h is logi- 


eallv inaelmissil)li-). Iti the latter case-, it may not be- impre>pe-r 
if it Ik* saiel that either falsehootl is to be attributed fee semte* 
reUgtous partieularly or commonly to all ; in the first case lorjili. 
hilii minvjjrh !‘{ ft?*;' i. giving prefeivnce without there 

iKjing any i-e*asem for it (which is logically inadmissible), follows. 
Hem*e faiseheiewl is eoinmon to all religions -without di.sfinction. • 
have e.vplaineil this (my opinion) in Persian, as it is more intelligible 
to tlie peo))le of Ajam (i. c. Non-Arabians). ___ ^ 


- Foi -.1 imeslrrl) 
Mee thee .eeilUeie's he 
PI', t l'"> £i> 


aiiel t-laleoi-atr cvpositiem eet ehe vicvn, e-xiiree»»eeel in this p»mi>le>rt. 

t.i..ge.i|-to I*' I'ahc Nasie-iieli-iniiiih CbieUe-iii. Tliirel Kel I e». 
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Happy is the time of tnoee who endeavour to ataoriminate theeon'> 
ditiona which are found in persons as the effect of habit Mid con* 
stant intercourse [with men], and differentiate the qualities which 
are the consequences of the nature of the, species and the tempera- 
jnents of individuals, and inquire into the truth and falseho^ of 
ihe different principles of the various religions without favour* 
ing any, nay, to the best of their power, examine the already proved 
(or axiomatic) principles of the people, without favouring (or 
unbiassed by) the views [generally] expressed. As the finding out 
of the truth of things of different utility and the knowledge of the 
degrees of the works producing hidden results, which is the 
greatest factor [in the nature] of the perfect man and which is in its 
nature immensely veiled and very difficult [to understand]; so moett 
of the leaders of different creeds, for perpetuating their, names and 
enhancing their reputation, have declared some special beliefs in the 
form of pure truths resting on miracles or on the power of the tongue 
and devices suited to the condition of the congregation, and have in 
a way so attracted the majority of the people towards them, that these 
helpless [persons], bound in obedience and servitude, having wholly 
lost the eye and heart of perception, consider it sinful to distin* 
guish between actual goodness and apparent sin in the execution 
of the orders of their leader; and in consideration of their faith and 
for the sake ef their sect, consider the killing and torturing of others 
as 'a highly meritorious act, notwithstanding that they are one in 
esoience, the branches of one tree. They consider their pore foith in 
the leader, notwithstanding their commission of the basest acts, e. 
lying, misappropriation, robbery, adultery, ftc^ which ard sins in tha 
next w'orld (t. e. spiritual offences) and harmful to the public [^i thin 
world], as a means of their liberation from their sins. And they spend 
their most invaluable time in reading stories and accounts which ara 
difficult to believe in, which strengthen their faith in the ancient and 
modern leaders of their faith. If by chance any serious-minded person 
among them shows an inclination to inquire i^ito the truth of his faiths 
it is customary among the followers of that faith to attribute Uiis in* 
clination to the promptings of Batan and as destructive of worldly 
and religiou prospects, and he immediately tnrns from it In fhot, 
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every one, by constant nearing of the wonderfol aeoounts (which are 
impossible of occurrence) of his forefothera and the praises of the 
good results of the acceptance of the faith of that community in 
which he is Imrn and brought up, from the lips of his relatives and 
neighbours at a time before maturity when his faculties possessed 
greater susceptibility of receiving impressions of ideas, acquires 
such a firm belief in the truth of the principles of his creed, that 
notwithstanding the falsity of most of the principles of his adopted 
faith, he gives them preference to those of all other faiths and shows 
every da3' fresh love of and belief in that faith. Therefore it is 
evident that after accepting a particular creed with such firmness 
and strength, the serious reason of any one coupled with knowledge 
acquired even during the time of majority, cannot be sufficient for 
finding out the true nature of a faith which for so many years haa 
been believed in without enquiry into its truth or falsehood. 

Rather, that very man in the hope of attaining the honour of 
being a miijtahul or religious expounder, girds up his loins to invent 
traditional and rational arguments in order to give strength to the 
doctrines of his faith. The muqalHds [or common iieople following 
that religion by blind imitation] who are always anxious at heart to 
give preference to their faith to other religions according to the pro¬ 
verb that t A ‘ Hoo ’ is sufficient for (exciting) a mad fellow," making 
those invented and gilded arguments the grounds of their dissensions 
pride in tlieir own faith, and decry the faith of others. If by chanv.e 
through want of prudence a single person utters a word nr a question 
against the articles of his faith, his co-religionists in case of having 
power, make over that inexperlenceil fellow to the tongue (point) of 
the spear (t. c. kill him), and In case of their having no such opportu¬ 
nity make him over to the spear of the tongue (t. e. overload him with 
reproaches and slanders). The influence of these leaders over their 
followers and the extent of their submission to them have reached 
such a degree that some people having a firm belief in tne sayings 
of their leaders, think some stones and vegetables or animals 
to be the real objects of their worship ; and in opposing those who 
may attempt to destroy those objects of their worship or to insult 
them,, they think shedding the blood of others or sacrificing their own 
lives, an object of pride in'this world, and a cause of salvation in the 
next. It is more strange that the mujtahid$ or religious expounders 
of them also after the examples of their leaders of other religions, 
putting aside justice and honesty, try to invent passages in the form 
of reasonable arguments in support of these artioles of faith, which 
are evidently nonsensical and absurd, and thereby try to give strength 
to the faith of the common people, who arc deprived of insight and 
dlaoretion. 



BILIKVIB8 IK ONK OOU. M7 

**We seek the protection of Ood from the tem^tetioiM of our lower 
•elTes, end from the guilt of our deedi.”* 

Although it cannot be denied that the social instinct in man 
dw wnds that every individual of this species should have permanent 
regulations for the [different] stages qf life and for living togetiier, 
bat social la^ depend on an understanding of each other's meaniitg 
for ideas) and on certain rules which separate the property of one 
from that of another, and provide for the removal of the pain which 
ooe gives to another. Making these the basis, the inhabitants of ail 
the countries, distant islanchi and lofty mountains, have according 
to their progress and intellectuality, formed words indicative of the 
meaning and origin of faiths on which at present stand the govern¬ 
ments of the world. As the foundation of faiths is based on tlie 
truth of the existence of the soul (which is deiined as an essence 
regulating the body) and on the existence of the next world, which 
is held toxbe the place of receiving rewards and punishments for the 
good add evil dee^ done in this world after the separation of tlie 
soul from the body; they (mankind) are to be excused in admitting 
and teaching the doctrine of the existence of the soul and the next 
world (although the real nature of both is hidden) for the sake of the 
welfare of the |)oople (society), as they simply, for the fear of punish¬ 
ment in the next world and of the penalties infficted by the earthly 
authorities, refrain from the commission of illegal dc^s. But as an 
appendage to the belief in these two indispensable doc.trincS, hundreds 
of useless -hardships and privations regiirding eating and drinking, 
purity and impurity, auspiciousness and inauspicioiisness, &c., have 
been add^, and thusjthey have become causes of injury and detrimen¬ 
tal to social life and sources of trouble and bewilderment to the people, 
i nsfi^ad of tending to the amelioration of the condition of society. 

O Ood! Notwithstanding implicit faith in the orders of the 
mujtahidB or the doctors of religion, there is always such an Innate 
faculty A yiatin g in the nature of mankind that in case any person oP 
sound mind, before or after assuming the doctrines of any rtdigioii, 
makes an impartial and jnst enquiry into the nature of the principles 
of religious doctriuM, of different nations, there is a strong hope 
^Aat he will be able to distinguish the truth from untruth and true 
propositions from failaciouH ones, and also he, becoming free from 
(As nseleas restraints of religion4 which sometimes become sources of 
prejudice of one against another and causes of physical and mental 
troublea, will turn to the One Being who is the fountain of the 
harmonions organisation of the universe, and will pay attention to 
the good society. “Whim God leBdp (to the rif^teous path) there is 
Hone to mlsfirt'* him and whom he miswuds there is no leader for him."}. 

•A SMistlSB 1mm tk* Ksrsn. * A qnotstkie rnm <li» gwMM, 
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It is to be seen that every relip<on claims that the true Creator 
has created mankind for discharging the duties connected with tho- 
wclfart! of the present and future life by observing the tenets of that 
particular religion ; and that the followers of other religions whO' 
differ from them in articles of faith, are liable to punishment and 
torments in the future life. And as each particular class expects- 
the good results of its own acts and of the bad results of those of thn 
followers of other religions in the life after death, therefore one 
cannot refute the dogmas of the other at present, but only sows the 
seeds of prejudice and disunion in their heart, instead of purity and 
frankness, and considers the other deprived of the benefits of the next 
world; w'hereas it is quite evident that all of them are living here 
equally enjoying the blessings of nature (lit. heaven), as the light of 
the stars, the pleasure of the season of spring, the fall of rain, health 
of botly, easy circumstances, beauty of body and mind, &c., as w'ell as 
suffer from the same inconveniences and pain, darkness and severity 
of cold and mental disease and narrowness of circumstances and 
deformity of body and mind, without any distinction in being the 
follow'er of a particular religion. 

Althongh each individual wiihont the instruetion or guidance of 
any one, simply Ity keen insiglu, into, and deep observation of, the 
mysteries of nature such as different modes of life fixed for different 
kinds of animals and vegetables and propagation of their species 
and the rules of the movements of the planets and stars ana endow¬ 
ment of innate affection in animals towards their offspring without 
expecting any return, and without knowing the conditions which 
favour the growth and decay of the mineral, vegetable and animal 
kingdoms, has an innate faculty in him by which he can infer that 
there'exists a Being Who (with His wisdom) governs the whole 
universe: yet it is clear that every one in imitation of tlie nation in 
which ho has been brought up, believes the tenets of that creed In 
their entirety. For instance, some of them believe in a just God 
possessing human attributes such as anger, mercy, hatred and love ; 
and others believe in a Being comprehending and extending all 
over nature ; a few ar{» inclined to at heism (or thinking Bahr or 
nature as the creative principle of the Universe), and some of them, 
give Divine attributes to large created beings and make them objects 
of worship. These persons do not make any distinction between 
the beliefs which are the results of a special training and habit and 
an absolute belief in the existence of the Bourco of Creation, which 
is indispensable for man, and not being accustomed to the enquiry 
into the reality of tiie sequence of cause and effect, believe in 
bathing in a river and seeing a tree or a stone and In penanoe 
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.-sM porohaslng forgiveneas of their crime from thr high priests, fto., 
sooordingto the pecoliarities of different religions) to be the cause 
of salvation and purification from the sins of a vrhole life. And they 
think that this pnriflcation is the effect of thohe objects of their 
beliefs and the sanctity of their priests without the instrumentality 
of their own opinion and faith, while these do not produce any 
offeet on those who do not agreo with them in those beliefs. Had 
there been any real effect of these imaginary things, it must have 
been common to all nations of different persuasions and should not 
tmve been confined to one particular nation's belief and habits. 
For although the degree of the strength of the effect varies according 
to the different capacities of persons subject to it, yet it is not 
•dependent upon the belief of a certain believer. Do yon not see 
that if a poison be taken by any one, in the belief that it is a sweet¬ 
meat, it must produce its effects on ne eater and kill him ? “0 God, 
ghfe me, true power for mnkinri dintitwtion hetwerii habit and mture." 

The centres of the circles of faiths (or the originators of different 
tilths) have given an interpretation of a miracle attributing (or 
assuming) it to themselves as a passport [to the confidence of the 
people in them^ and for increasing the faith of the common people. 

It is customary with common pcwple overpowered bv [prevalent! 
opinion that when they sec any act or thing done or found, beyond 
their power of comprehension, or of which thev cannot find out any 
ODvious cause, they ascribe it to supernatural power or miracle. 
’I'lie secret lies in this, that in this world tlie existence of each rests 
oh apparent causes and different (ionditions and modes of justice, 
■so that if we take fully into consideration the near and remote 
causes for and against a thing, we may say that in the existence of 
that thing, the whole universe is concerned.* But when for want of 
experience and owing to narrrowness [of views] the cause of a thing 
remains hidden to any one, another person having found it a good 
opportunity for achieving his objoert ascribes it to his own super¬ 
natural power and thereby attracts people to himself. In the present 
age in India, belief in supernatural and miraculous things has grown 
to such a degree that the people, when they find any wonderful 

• With the ides expremed her# iiwiy he compared the following lints from 
Tmnyion ; 

" Flower in the crannied wau, 

I pluck you out of the crtnniea, 

I hold yon here, root and all, in my hand. 

Little flower—but if I oonld onderatand 
What-yoii an, root and all, and aU in ail, 

1 ihouM know what Qod and man ia."—Ka. 
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things, the origin of which thejr can ascribe to their by-gone heroes 
or tiie present saints, immediately ascribe it them, and although there 
Ite an obvious existence of its cause, they ignore it. But it is not 
bidden from those who have a sound mind and are friends of justice* 
that there are many things, for instance, many wonderful inventions 
of the |>eople of £uro|)e and the dexterity of jugglers, the causes 
of which are not obviously known and seem to Iks iKsyond the eom- 
preheusion of human power, but after a keen insight acquired 
by the instructions of others, these causes can be known satisfactorily. 
This ttnding only may be a sufficient safeguard for intelligent people, 
against Ijeing deceived by believers in supernatural workb. The 
utmost which we can say on this matter is that in some instances, 
notwithstanding a keen and {lenetrative investigation the cause of 
some wonderful things remains unknown to some peopie. In such 
cases, we ought to have recourse to our own sound reason and 
ask ourselves whether it is compatible with reason to be convinced 
of our own inability to understand the cause or to attribute it to 
some impossible agency inconsistent with the laws of nature ? T think 
our sound reason will prefer the first. Moreover what neoessity 
is there, that wc should find out the true cause of these things which 
are impossible and unreasonable; for instance, raising the dead* 
ascending to heaven, &C., which are said to have occurred many 
hundreds of years ago ? 

Although people in worldly transactious, without knowing a 
certain connection of one thing with another, do not believe that 
the one is the cause and the other the effect, yet when there is the 
influence of religion and faith, they do not hesitate to call the one the 
cause and the other the effect, notwithstanding there is no connection 
or sequence between the two. For instance, the removal of a 
calamity or recovery from disease by the effect of prayer without any 
I'onnection between the two and without erertiou or resistance. 
When enquiries are made about the mysteries of these things w'hich 
are so wonderful that reason hesitates to believe in their truth, the 
leaders of religion, sometimes explain for the satisfaction of their 
followers, that in the affairs of religion and faith, reason and its 
arguments have nothing to do: and that the affairs of religion depend 
upon faith and Divine Help. How could a matter which has no proof 
and which is inconsistent wpth reason be received and admitt^ by 
men of reason Tak' admonUioH from this, 0 ye who have got 
eyeaV'*- They sometimes having a profound knowledge (of iogic> 
begin to argue that it is not impossible for the power of that 
Omnipotent Creator who has brought the whole Universe into exis- 

panMC froa the Aarsn. 
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tenoe from perloet nonentity that He ehonld unite life with the 
bodiee of the deid n eeoond tioM or i^eid five to eerthly bodke 
the property of light or the power of ^r to travel dietanoes. But 
this argument ,doM not prove anything but the probability of 
the ooounenoe of each things, while they have to prove tiie real 
ooeorrenoe of miracles of their ancient religious leaders and 
the modem mujUthidi : no it is clear to men of understanding that 
the inference does not follow (i.r. there is no toquHb* in thin argument.) 

Besides, if this proposition were accepted,'the doom of muiM 
or ouestioning the truth of a premiss in a syllogism, during 
mutuuam or discussion would be closed, and the possibility of reject* 
ing a tradition would be nil. Because any one in attempting to prove 
impossible things might have recourse to*such arguments during 
discussion; and thus there would be no difference between the 
meaning of potsible and impossible ; consequently the 

whole foundation of syiiogistio and logical demonstratioi, would fall 
to the ground. Whereas it is admitted by the wise that the Creator 
has no power to create impossible things; such as co*partnerahip (with 
God) or the annihilation of God or i'he compatibility of 

contradictories. See. 

“ The disputes of seventy-two sectsf are to be excused, because 
they not finding the truth, have trotted the wav of fables or non¬ 
sense." (Hafts). 

Whereas on account of distance of time the great supernuni»» 
powem of the by-gone leaders of different religions, are impmsible 
to be proved by a knowledge gathered by external senses, (which, 
under certain conditions 1 impart a positive knowledge); therefore 
the doctors of.different persuasions, relying on the faith of Ihelr 
followers have made the idea of jJl}J totoatur (traditions proved by a 
series of general reports) a moans of proving such things; while with 
a little considemtion of the true idea of a jJ'p tanwtur which pro¬ 
duces positive belief and a tauntur assumed by the followers of 
religions, the veil of fallacy cAn he removed. Broanse according to 
the followers of religions toioalur is a report coming down from a 
certain class of people who cannot be suspected of falsehood. But 
whether such a class of people existed in ancient times, is not known 
to the people of the present time throngh the medium of external 
senses or experience; rather it is quite obscure and donbtfoL Bo- 

•TsfuHk mmiw In Lagle the xrrmiiMtnl al the eonelunlan wttta Ih# «na(«MNr at ihs 
pfafOiltlon taha prarad. 
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Aides, gPMt diHorepaiicieM in ino traditions of by-fcone leaders of each 
religion, indicate the falsehood of their assertion. If it is said that the 
truth of the statement of the first class of people who gave the report 
V»f the miracles of their leaders, hy eye-witness, is to be proved by 
the statement of the next class who wen* their conteinporarics, and 
so for proving the truth of the statement of the next or Sv'cond class, 
the evidence of the thiwl class (wlio were their contemporaries) must 
bo added ; liecause lielief in the trutl of the statement of the second 
class also wants a proof, and likewise for the truth of the statement 
of the third class, the evidence of the fourth class ouglit to ho added 
and so on, till it Avoiild reach the piHiple who live in the present time, 
and so this link or series of evidence will come down gradually to 
jwsterity and continue in future : it is clear that men of sound mind 
will hesituti* to reckon that class of people who co-exist w-itli them, to 
lie a truthful people to whom falsehood cannot lie imputed especially 
in matters of religion. Kesides a great contradiction is found in the 
affirmation and negation of prophecy and other good attributes of the 
leaders of different religions and these contradictory reports aif- 
proved also hy tamitur. Therefon* in taking for granl<*d the truth 
of the reports of each party, there would lie (i.c., admit¬ 

ting two eontradictories). And giving piH'ference to one re|)ort above 
another without any ground of preference is Jh jJ (i. r., giving 

CMC thing prefeisMice to another without an> reasoiiable ground). 
Because iMtch party has an equally good claim to the greatness and 
voracity of their ancestors. The fact is that a tniratnr in the sense 
of roeeiving a report admissible to reason from a iieople whose 
statement is not contradicted by any one, is useful in giving positive 
belief. Bnt this sort of Ut'iHtliir is quite different from the discrepant 
reports contrary to reason. From this assertion the following argu¬ 
ments (produced by doctors of religion) are easily r«*fuU>d. They 
say, flrntlij, how are those persons vrho believe the narratives regard¬ 
ing the ancient kings owing to their lieing inserted in history and 
received by tflHWfiir or tradition, to be justified in rejei-ting the facts 
relating to the anpernatural works i>erformed by thi* leaders of reli¬ 
gions. which are m<mtion<Ml in ancient books and are proved by 
fouvitMC or traditions of nations, from time to time? And, amnidly. 
how can those who in spite of the difference in complexion and manners 
of the offspring of a person from him, and in spite of the real fact 
being hidden to them, believe in particular descent or birth only by 
general report or faMVitnr. hesitate to believe in the holiness and the 
miracles of the ancient mvjtahidg. which are also received in the 
wav of tomrifHi'? Inasmuch as the narrative regarding the 
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by^ne kings, for inntnnee, the Moending of • eeruin hinic u» the 
throne and fighting with certain enemiee, fte., ate anro facts as were 
then reliable and nnanimousl; agreed upon; whiko uarrativeu of 
those sapernatnral works are contradicted and are most wonderful. 
For instance, the birth of individiiala of the species of aiiiiuals from 
their parents is a visible thing, but birth of children w ithout parents, 
is quite contrary to reason. **See whof o cast difft rruer there ts 
between the one way and the other." 

Besides, the fact of descent or goneslogy and the narratives of the 
by.gone kings are suppositions «,tj^ and the l>eliofs r<-gsNling the 
srticles of faith of a certain religion, accortting to the principles 
of religion, are certain or positive propositions; so < ho one cannot 
bear analog}’ to the other with this material difference. Notwith¬ 
standing this, wiienever any suspicion of contradictory Blaicmcnts 
arises in the history of any by-gone kings in the niaftcr of descent 
or genealogy, the reports about than are set aside or thrown out of 
the circle of reliance. For instance, the report ahont .Mevander the 
Oreat’s conquering China and the Mccoiint abont his birth are contra¬ 
dicted by the hisiorians of Greece and Persia; therefore the> are nW 


Accepted by hiKtoriaiui as proved.* 

Home people argue in this way that tlic Alaigl.ty Creator has 
opened the way of guidance to mortal beings 'brougit the eicdimn of 
prophets or leaders of religious. This is evidently futil--. lieeausi' 
titosame people t»eliove that all things in creation, whether good 
or bad, prtKtecd from the Groat Creator w’ithoiit any intcrniediato 
agency, and that tho api>arent causes are the means and ronditions 
of that (i. e. their coining intoexistenco). Hence it is to be stHm w hot her 
the sending of prophets and revelation to them from Uod, aro imme- 
■diately from God or through intermediate agency. In the first csim, 
there is no necessity of an intermediate agency for giiidapce to 
solvation, and there does not seem any necessity of the instrumen¬ 
tality of prophets or revelation. And in the second case, there should 
be a series of intermediate agencies. Hence the advent of prophets 
and revelation like other external things have no refereneo to God. 
bKt depend upon the invention of an invonU-r. Prophets and others 
should not be particularly connected (or mixed upl with the te aching 


It wM is that Kiabiihr, tk«e father of hietorksl cniiciem. g»'e ’ • ««»>♦ 

lechiret on Roman history, which by making known the result* of the nes and 
tUcrj fj,at he had applied to the ebaadation of otacum luato^l ev.de,«*. e.«hl.*hed 
Ita iM.tion .. one of the moot original and phiWhial of m^m 8,r 

Geooe Comewoll Lewi, end Dr. Am«M wrote mod, later Rsm^hun ih.. 
pamphlet in IMS or IRN. The way in which he wnlea hate im the sahject of liist»r.ral 
wvidonoe only illootiatea his originality oad vormtifa gosioa—£s 
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of ft faith. BeHidM, what on« ll•4tlon calls a irnlde to a true faith, an> 
other i'ftlls a misieadii^ to an erroneous way. 

Some of them arirue in this awy that diaerepaiiey in prueepts of 
different reliatons does not prove falsehood of any religion. The 
liiMcrepancies ought to lie nnderstoed to be of the same natnro as is 
found in the laws of the ancient and modem ralors of the world v 
tliat the modern rulers often repeal the laws, framed by tho former 
oiiim, affording to the needs of the time. And notwithstanding the 
repealment of one and enforcement of the other, all the people 
consider the laws as true and proceeding from authority. So aU 
these forms of religions, also were framed by God, according to differ¬ 
ent states of society in different times, and the one has been repealed 
nr superseded by another according to His will. My reply to this 
argument is that the ruling or government of the true God, who 
according to the l)eiief of the followers of religions is acquainted 
with the particular state of every particle and who is Omniscient 
and to whom tlic past, present and future times are equally known 
and under whose influence the hearts of mankind can be turned to 
whatever He wishes, and Who is the provider of the visible and 
invisible causes of every thing and Who is far from having any parti¬ 
cular object for His «iwn interest and Who Is free from whims ; has no 
analogy with the government of man whose wisdom is defective and 
incapable of understanding the end of every action and who is liable 
to errors or mistakes and whose actions arc mixc<l with selfishness, 
deceit and hypocrisy. Is not this sort of snalogy JjUH ^ 
an analogy Imtwcen two things which differ in essential qualities f 
Hesides this, there are many other strong objections in holding the 
altove opinion ; for iiwtanee. the Brahmins have a tradition from God 
that they have strict orders from God to nitserve their cererooniee 
and hold their/aith for ever. There are many injiinrtions almut this 
from the Divine Authority in the Sanskrit language, and I, the 
humbleet creature of God. having been horn amongst them, have 
learnt the language and got those injunctions by heart, and this 
nation (the Brahmins) having confldence in such divine injunctions 
cannot give them up although they have been subjected to many 
tronblee and persecutions and were threatened to he put to death by 
the followers of Islam. The followers of Islam, on the other hand, 
aeoordingtothepurportof the holy verses of the Koran 

(I. c., kill the idolators'wherever yon And them) and 
^ Uli ) (^* fM then tie the bonds, i. Cn 

capture the unbelievers in the holy war, then either set them free 
by way of oidiging then or by taking ransom), qnote authority from 
tied thet kilUne ididators and pofeecnting them in every ease, are 
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obligatory by Divine oommand. Among thotns idolater*, the Brahmina 
aboordlng to tbe Moslem belief, are tiie groeaeat idolatora. There¬ 
fore the follovera of Islam, alwnya being excited by religions seal 
and having in the past and the preaent been desirona of carrying oat 
the orders of God, have not failed to do their utmost to kill and 
peiseoute the polytheists and unbelievers in the prophetic missions 
of the last of Prophets * (may Divine Benediction rest on him and on 
his disciples). Nov, are these - contradictory precepts or orders 
consistent with the visdom and mercy of the great, generous and 
disinterested Creator or are these the febrications of the followers 
of religion ? I think a sound mind will not hesitate to prefer the 
latter alternative. Then, it is to be considered, which of these 
two is proper, i. e„ either to attribute these injunctions and precepts 
to God or to reject these contradictory traditions at once. For 
instance, one party on the authority of their scripture, say that 
prophetic mission has been closed with their leader, and another party 
olMm that the prophetic mission is to end in the generation of David 
according to an authority from God. ^nd these two sayings art‘ in 
feet jUa' reports or foretellings and not or precepts of law 
that they will be subject to repeal. Because in holding one to be 
true the falsehood of the other must follow, while the probability of 
Uitfau (change} or perversion is equally applicable to both. U is 
strange to say. that after the lapse of hundreds of year^ ‘■'?om the 
time of these religious leaders, with whom the prophetic mission is 
said to be closed, Nanak and others in India and other countries 
raised the Bag of prophetic mission and induced a ‘ large number of 
people to iiecome their followers and were successful. In the body of 
religious teachings the gates of gaining [selflah] objects will remain 
open for the superflelal and inexperienced from eternity to eternity, 
and it in daily observed that hundreds of persons in the hope of 
gaining some honor or a little profit make themselves subject to 
various kinds of physical privation and hardship, such as the keep* 
ing of perpetual fasting and holding one of the hands motionless 
and burning the body, Ac. Hence it is not strange that (in by-gone 
days) some ambitious persons in order to obtain the honour of be¬ 
coming leaders of people at large or making themselves objects of 
reverence of the people should have subjected themselves to the 
hardships and dangers of the time. 

There is a saying which is often heard from the doctors of dif¬ 
ferent religions, which they quote as an authority for giving strength 
to their creed. Each of them sasrs that his religion which gives 
information abont fntnre reward or punishment after death, is either 
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true or false. In the second case, i. e., if it be false and there be no 
fntttre reward or punishment, there is no harm in believing it to be 
true; while in the first case, t. e., its being true, there is a great 
danger for the unbelievers. The poor people, who follow these 
expounders of religions, holding this saying of their leaders to be 
■ conclusive argument, are always boasting of it. The fact is that 
habit and training make the individuals blind and deaf notwithstand' 
ing their having eyes and ears. The above fallae]{ becomes clear 'n 
two wa3’8. Firstly, their saying that in the second case there is no 
harm in acceptance, is inadmissible. Because faith in the truth of a 
thing is gained by each individual man after belief in its existence, and 
faith in the existence of such things as are remote from reason, 
and repugnant to experience, is not in the power of a sensible man. 
Secondly, in case of having faith in those things, it may become the 
source of various mischiefs and troubles and immoral practices 
owing to gross ignorance and w’ant of experience, f. c„ bigotry, 
deceit, &c. Nevertheless, in case of assuniing this argument to be 
true, from this the truth of all forms of religion is to bo proved ; for 
the followers of each religion may equally produce the same argu¬ 
ment. Hence there will l>e a great perplexity for a man to believe 
all religions to l>e true or adopt the one or reject others. Therefore 
as the first alternative is impossible, con 8 e<|iiently the second must 
be considered. And in this case, he has again re»-our 8 e to the 
enquirj' into the truth and falsehood of various religions. And this is 
the chief object of my discourse. Another argument i>roduced by them 
is that it is ncsiossary that we should follow the ceremonies and 
creeds which wei'o adopted l>y our forefathei-s, without, any enquiry 
into their truth and falsehcxxl, and to hate and neglect them or deviate 
from them, leads to worldly and religious disgrace: and that such 
uouduct is in fact coniompt and insult of our forefathers. This 
fallacious argument of theirs, produces a great effect on the minds of 
the people who entertain a good opinion and a reverence towards 
their ancestors, and consequently hinders them from any enquiry 
into the truth and adopting the righteous waj . The fallacy of this 
argument will bo evident to all on a little consideration. For it is 
equally applicable first, to those persons who having been founders of 
some (new) religion attracted the iHjople to themselves; and secondly, 
to those who after rweiving the doctrines of their leaders, have 
deviated from the old way of their forefathers, and tried to pull 
down the foundation of their ance.stor’s creeds. If a man only by 
attributing his own inventions to God, is to be vindicated from such 
eharges, then this is the easiest way to be adopted. The fact ia 
that renouncing one religion and adopting another which was common 
.amongst the ancient people, implies that conversion from one religion 
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to another, is one of the habits of mankind. Besidoo. ‘.he fact of God's 
endowing each individual man with intelie<.aual facuities and si'iinos, 
implies that he should not, like other animals, follow the examples 
of his fellows, but should exercise his own intellectual power wilh- 
the help of acquired knowledge, to discern good from bad, so that 
this vaUiabie divine gift should not be left useless. Th»‘ followers of 
different reiigions sometimes seeing the paucity of the number of 
b«)lievers in one God in the world boast that they are on the si<U> of 
the majority. It is to be seen that the truth of a saying dws iit>t 
depend upon the multiillicity of the sayers and the non-reliabiliiy 
of a narration cannot arise simply out of the paucity of the iuuiiIst 
of the narrators. For it is admitted by the set'kers of truth that 
truth is to bo followed, although it is against the majority of t he 
people. Moreover, accepting the proposition, cu., the paucity of 
the number of the sayers leads to the invalidity of a saying, as 
universal, proves to b«' a dangerous blow to all the forms of religion. 
Because in tho beginning of every religion there were very l< vv 
supporters of it, vis., its founder and a very few sincere followers of 
him, who had the same object with him, and afterwards on their 
precepts t housands of largo books and series of arguments have Is'en 
w’ritteii and proilueed like a mountain resting upmi a straw, while 
belief only in one Almighty Gotl is the fundamental principle of every 
religion. Those who prefer the so-called invented revelation of 
mankind to the natural inspiration from God, which consists in 
attending to social life with theirowii spwies.and havingan intuitive 
facxilty of discriminating good from evil, instead of gaining the uninii 
of hearts with mutual love and affection of all tlmir folloxycrealures 
without dillerenct* in shape and colour or creeds and religions, whn-li 
is a pure devotion acceptable to God, tho Creator of natun-, . onsider 
some especial formulie and bodily motions to be the cause ol Sal\.i- 
tion and receiving bounty from Almighty God. They in fact, pi el end 
a change in the self of ti.e Deity and think that their physical act ions 
and mental emotions, have power to changt' the state of the unehange- 
able God. Our actions can by no means be the cause of appeasing t ho 
wrath of God and attaining His forgiveness and favour. A litil.- 
consideration will expose this heresy. 

••So many hypocritical acts of the Shaikh, the Spiritual Lemler, 
are not worth a mite; give comfort to the hearts of people, this i.s i ho 
only Divine Doctrine.” 

In short, tho individuals of ws •"kind with reference to those who 
are deceivers and those wno are deceived and those who are neither, 
are of four kinds. 
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Firstly. —A class of dtsc elvers -who in order to attnct the people 
to themselves wilfully invent doctrines, creeds and faiths and pnt 
people to troubles and cause disunion amongst them. 

Indly .—A class of deceived people, who without inquiring into the 
fact, adhere to others. 

Srdly.- A class of people who ai-e deceivers and also deceived, 
they arc those who having themselves faith' in the sayings of another 
induce others to adhere to them. 

4 tW«/.- Those who by the help of Almighty God are neither de¬ 
ceivers nor dcC/Civcd. 

“ Be not. after the injury of any Ix-iiig and do whatever you please 
Kor in our way there is no sin except, it (injuring others)." (Hafiz). 

Those few sentences, short a?»d useful according to the opinion of 
this humble Imliever in God, have been written without any regard to 
men of prejudice and bigotry, with the hope that people of sound 
mind will look at them with a just and corrective eye. 1 have loft the 
detail of it to another work of mine entitled Mmuuarutul 

Adyan,* “ Discussion of Various Religions.” 

Here ends “ A nresent to the belicvo-s in one God." 
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